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ABSTRACT 
Previous researchers have found that although music is a highly valued subject, it 
is not one in which most students are enrolled.  For music educators facing recruitment 
and retention challenges, a study was needed to better understand students' motivation to 
participate in various musical contexts.  Expectancy-value theory provides a framework 
under which their motivations can be analyzed.  A questionnaire was administered to 
students (N = 372) from one median SES district and one high SES district in the NJSMA 
region of New Jersey.  Students rated their values and expectancies for various musical 
activities, including band, chorus, orchestra, a cappella, musical theater, informal student-
directed groups, individual lessons, non-performance music subjects, and music 
technology.  Results indicated differentiation between various contexts.  Musical theater 
and individual lessons were the highest valued musical contexts.  Students also rated their 
expectancies for success highest for individual lessons.  Background factors influenced 
values and expectancies.  Students in the high SES district reported higher values for 
music than did those in the median district.  Female students generally reported higher 
values and expectancies for vocal music contexts, whereas male students found music 
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technology to be less difficult than did females.  Consistent with expectancy-value 
theory, these values were predictive of the choice to participate. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
History shows that American music educators have been most successful and 
their positions most secure when they satisfied the prevailing musical desires of 
the public. Singing schools in the late nineteenth century and the band movement 
in the mid-twentieth century are unmistakable examples of music education 
fulfilling changing societal needs. Conversely, music education has suffered when 
it has been perceived as culturally irrelevant and unnecessary. History also tells 
us that the public's experience of music does not stand still: it keeps moving 
forward. For music education to remain relevant and provide value, it too must 
change with the times or experience the fate of the stationary shark. (Kratus, 
2007, p. 42) 
 
Most youngsters have heard previous generations bemoan the fact that music on 
the radio is not as good as it was in the past.  Whether true or not, such lamentations 
reflect some of the ever-changing, “prevailing musical desires” to which Kratus (2007, p. 
42) referred.  Similarly, since the 19th century, the ways in which people experience 
music have also changed.  Yet, across centuries, music education’s ensemble foundations 
have remained the cornerstone of school music.  Although change is relatively stagnant, 
countless music educators are, in fact, reflective and critical about strategies, 
philosophies, and methodologies for the classroom.   
Discussion or debate, however, often occurs among music educators, not between 
them and other stakeholders.  This sort of discourse neglects the values of arguably the 
most important group affected by instruction:  the students.  By not recognizing the 
values of those beyond the circle of fellow music educators, toward various musical 
contexts, teachers remain stuck in a cycle of fixed and myopic practices. 
In discourse about music education, music educators should reflect about to 
whom they are listening, and whose values they intend to honor.  Music educators must 
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question if what they teach is relevant to students now and in the long term.  Without 
present or long-term value for students, music education is at risk for a “potential crisis of 
irrelevancy” (Reimer, 2009, p. 398).  Though current approaches may be well-intended, 
without an understanding of students’ values, music educators risk delivering a self-
serving and misaligned music education that misses what is relevant to the target 
audience.   
The impact of this misalignment is evidenced in low enrollment figures for school 
music (Elpus, 2014; Elpus & Abril, 2011).  For music educators to deliver relevant 
instruction for students, they must first understand how musical values have changed.  
Although societal, cultural, and musical differences between the 19th and 21st century are 
innumerable, the impact of these changes on particular values for music are unclear.  One 
way to better understand what is relevant to students is by determining how well various 
musical activities align with values and expectancies.  To better understand student 
values, and to include them into the conversation about music education, in this study I 
am applying expectancy-value theory as a lens through which I can observe and measure 
their perspectives.   
 Expectancy-value theory has been applied in studies about music education, but 
not as a means to compare particular contexts.  The present study is intended to fill such a 
lacuna in research.  My goal is not to determine a panacea for recruitment and retention 
woes, but rather to include in the discourse students’ values toward various musical 
contexts, in order to reimagine music education for the 21st century.   
For the remainder of this chapter, I will detail my research problem, rationale, 
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purpose statement, and research questions.  An overview of expectancy-value theory 
constructs, as well as the salient findings in expectancy-value research for music 
education, is provided in the literature review in the next chapter.  In chapter 3, I describe 
the methods used in this study.  Chapter 4 includes the statistical results of the survey 
research study.  In the concluding chapter, I discuss the results, broader implications, and 
recommendations for further study. 
Research Problem 
Individuals are more likely to choose to participate in activities that they value 
(Eccles & Wigfield, 2002).  In music education, expectancy-value can have implications 
for student recruitment and retention.  In a study of American students, McPherson and 
Hendricks (2010) found that adolescents of high school age value music highly.  Because 
applications of expectancy-value theory have predictive potential with regard to choice 
(Eccles, Wigfield, Harold, & Blumenfeld, 1993; Koh, 2011), these high values for music 
might suggest that adolescents would choose to participate in music.  
High school students, however, value school music less than other school subjects 
(McPherson & Hendricks, 2010).  In two particular studies on music enrollment, Elpus 
(2014) and Elpus and Abril (2011) found that only 34% of high school students were 
enrolled in one or more music courses (Elpus, 2014), and 21% of the class of 2004 were 
enrolled in an ensemble (Elpus & Abril, 2011). 
The discrepancy between the values of music and school music suggests that 
multifarious contextual considerations influence a student’s choice to 
participate.  Although researchers have compared values of music to values in other 
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subject areas, few extant empirical research studies demonstrate how students might 
value various musical activities differently.  Therefore, this study compares students' 
values for various musical activities with which they can engage, in school and out of 
school, to determine contexts that encourage or discourage musical participation.   
Rationale 
Amid a dynamic 21st century landscape, scholars (Regelski, 2006; Reimer, 2005) 
have questioned the long-term relevance of traditional music education practices.  
Abrahams’s (2014) contention, “that Starbucks doesn’t sell Hot Cross Buns” (p. 41), 
encapsulates the chasm between today’s students and traditional music education 
programs.  In other words, certain practices in the music classroom may be outmoded and 
less relevant (Kratus, 2007), and do not necessarily align with the values of 21st century 
students. 
In its 19th century inception, music education in America was designed with 
specific value considerations.  The purpose of music education was to develop singers for 
church choirs (Birge, 1937), reflecting the values for sacred music.  Further cementing 
the ensemble tradition, schools in the 1930s responded to a shortage of music educators 
by commonly hiring professional ensemble conductors (Abeles, 2010).   
Ensemble-based music education programs have not evolved considerably 
(Williams, 2011), despite the fact that the world and the surrounding contexts in which 
children learn have changed dramatically.  Students now engage with music in a variety 
of ways.  Describing the experiences of three adult musicians whose interests were 
excluded as students, Bledsoe (2015) found that a lack of instruments and technologies of 
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interest among school offerings discouraged participation.  The Pew Research Center 
indicated that nearly two out of three teenagers create content online; of these students, 
39% created original expressive content, and another 26% remixed online content into 
their own expression (Lenhart, Madden, Smith, & MacGill, 2007). Alternatively, Green 
(2008) studied an informal music-learning environment, in which students, like popular 
musicians, engaged in experimentation and discovery, using the preferred music in which 
they were “encultured” (p. 6). Students who did not usually participate much in music 
stood and sang for everyone in the classroom.  This context, therefore, likely aligned with 
the values of students who were previously considered to be non-participants.  A better 
understanding of the 21st century values and expectancies of students and their families 
can help inform educators and their curricular decisions. 
Expectancy-Value Theory 
One way in which these values and expectancies can be better understood is 
through applications of expectancy-value theory.  Researchers often apply expectancy-
value theory to broad, macro-level subject area categories (McPherson & O’Neill, 2010; 
Wigfield et al., 1997).  This study uses expectancy-value as a magnifying lens to more 
micro-level contexts, to determine how the theory might work for particular activities in a 
larger domain.  In this case, expectancy-value theory is used for contexts of music 
participation. 
The central concepts of expectancy-value theory include expectations for success 
and subjective task values (Eccles et al., 1983).  On the expectancy side, subconstructs 
include competence beliefs and task difficulty; on the values side, the subconstructs are 
  
6 
attainment value, intrinsic value, utility value, and cost (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002).  The 
tasks in which students believe they will be successful can be determined through 
measurements of expectancy (Wigfield & Eccles, 1992).  Students with higher 
competence beliefs in some musical contexts, including those who are confident about 
their performance talent, choose to participate in certain musical endeavors based on their 
expectancies for success (Parkes & Jones, 2012).  Furthermore, perceptions of task 
difficulty also influence expectancies for success (Eccles et al., 1983).  Tasks that have 
high attainment value are those in which success is important to students (Eccles 
& Wigfield, 2002).  Concerns toward results and outcomes for music and broader 
educational aims can influence attainment values that affect choice (Mohd & McPherson, 
2009). Tasks that have high intrinsic value provide greater interest and enjoyment 
(Wigfield & Eccles, 1992).  Activities that arouse “the sheer pleasure of making 
music” (O’Neill & McPherson, 2002, p. 32) would have intrinsic value.  Utility 
value refers to the usefulness of various tasks, now and in the future (Eccles & Wigfield, 
2002).  Even at a very young age, students recognize if their musical studies have long-
term value (McPherson, 2000).  Some tasks might have greater negative attributes, 
or costs, associated with it, such as effort, anxiety, and failure risk (Wigfield & Eccles, 
1992). Costs might take the form of performance anxiety or time sacrificed (Wigfield, 
Eccles, Schiefele, Roeser, & Davis-Kean, 2007) for practicing.  Understanding how value 
and expectancy distributions among these classifications might vary depending on the 
musical activity can help predict achievement and choice in music. 
Research findings involving expectancy-value theory in music trigger an 
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immediate concern toward identifying and resolving any value deficits that some 
activities might yield, to bring music education to a broader population.  McPherson and 
Hendricks (2010) found that students in the United States value school music less than 
music outside of school.  Similarly, McPherson and O’Neill (2010) identified low or 
declining values for school music in several other countries.  Applications of expectancy-
value theory such as theirs can provide deep insights into motivation, particularly with 
regard to how values and achievement expectancies can influence choice and 
achievement. 
 Before reconfiguring music education and revising curricula to add value, 
additional data are imperative.  Although researchers have explored expectancy-value to 
compare values in music to values in other school subjects (McPherson & O’Neill, 
2010; Wigfield et al., 1997), few, if any, have applied expectancy-value theory to explain 
how values vary between musical activities.  In one particular study, Abril and Gault 
(2008) found that the musical activities that secondary schools offer, from most common 
to least common, might include band, chorus, jazz/rock ensemble, general music, string 
ensemble, theory, guitar, piano, music technology, composition, and mariachi ensemble.  
Such courses, aggregated together, might represent the school music values identified by 
McPherson and Hendricks (2010).  Segregated from each other, however, each activity 
might align with students’ values differently.  The different ways in which students value 
each activity can provide important insights about the kinds of music courses in which 
they might choose to participate. 
When students engage with music outside of the classroom, however, they may 
  
8 
choose activities that are more congruous with their values.  For example, 
although online content creation is not among common school offerings (Abril & Gault, 
2008), its widespread adoption by teenagers (Lenhart et al., 2007) might suggest that the 
values associated with it are worth exploring.  The aforementioned informal learning 
context that turned non-participants into active participants (Green, 2008) may have 
appealed to a different set of values.  For instance, playing and singing in a garage band 
is an ensemble performance experience, yet it is clearly distinct from the choir, orchestra, 
band (COB) ensemble music offerings in school.  Just as students might have different 
values for school ensembles and informal ensembles, the values of students for all 
musical contexts, inside and outside of school, can be compared and contrasted.  
The concepts from expectancy-value theory help to frame students’ expectations 
for success in various musical activities.  Furthermore, the quadrifurcation of values helps 
explain not only that students value a musical activity, but in a more nuanced way, how 
the activity is valued.  A study was needed to compare how adolescents value various 
music activities to help to determine the musical contexts that encourage and discourage 
their participation.  
Purpose and Research Questions 
The purpose of this study is to understand high school students’ motivation to 
participate in music, by comparing their values and expectancies for various musical 
activities, inside and outside of school. This study will address the following research 
questions: 
1. How does each musical activity compare, with regard to high school students’ 
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perceptions of attainment value, intrinsic value, utility value, and cost? 
2.  How do students rate their competence beliefs, perceptions of task difficulty, 
and overall expectancy for various musical activities? 
3. What, if any, are the interactions of background factors, such as age/grade-
level, socioeconomics, and gender, with measurements of various expectancy-
value constructs? 
4. How, and to what extent, are measurements of various value constructs 
predictive of high school students’ choice to participate, if at all? 
Conclusion 
 Traditional music education, featuring ensemble instruction and performance, is 
built on 19th century values.  It is conceivable that values toward music have evolved, and 
that what is relevant and meaningful to today’s students may be different from what is 
typically emphasized in the music classroom.  One framework by which educators can 
analyze these values is expectancy-value theory.  Findings from this study will reflect 
how students value various musical activities, how background factors might influence 
values, and how values can be predictive of the choice to participate in music.    
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Modern expectancy-value theorists relate expectations and task values to 
achievement and behavior, respectively (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002).  Behavior includes 
the choice to participate or persist in an activity.  The model developed by Eccles et al. 
(1983) outlined various constructs in expectancy-value theory.  Expectancy, for example, 
is an individual’s beliefs about potential success (Eccles et al., 1983; Eccles & Wigfield, 
2002).  Antecedents to expectancy include competence beliefs and perceptions of task 
difficulty (Eccles et al., 1983).  There are distinctions between these sub-constructs:  the 
former involves self-perceptions of ability, whereas the latter concerns perceptions of the 
level of ease or difficulty of a given activity (Eccles et al., 1983).   
Task-related perceptions also contribute to motivation (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002).  
The motivation to engage in an activity is determined in part by an individual’s perceived 
values of a task.  These subjective task values include attainment value, intrinsic value, 
utility value, and cost.  Attainment value is the importance of doing well for ones' self-
concept.  Enjoyment and interest are associated with intrinsic value.  Utility value is the 
usefulness of a task, now and for the future.  Cost can be understood as the negative 
aspects of a task, including failure, loss, effort, and performance anxiety.   
Each construct has been shaped by not only previous incarnations of expectancy-
value theory, but also by various related motivational theories (Wigfield & Eccles, 2002), 
such as attribution theory (Weiner & Kukla, 1970), self-determination theory (Ryan & 
Deci, 2000), and self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997).  Likewise, expectancy-value theory has 
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influenced other motivational theories (Eccles et al., 1993).  The modern Eccles et al. 
(1983) model of expectancy-value is the product of decades of motivation research.   
Background 
Atkinson’s (1957) germinal formalized work in expectancy-value theory appeared 
in an article about risk-taking behavior.  When an individual was offered several options 
with various levels of difficulty, the choices made and the intensity of effort were 
determined by expectancy, incentive, and motive. These three constructs multiplied 
together equaled motivation:  Motivation = Motive x Expectancy x Incentive.  In this 
way, Atkinson (1957) attempted to calculate motivation by creating a multiplicative 
formula.   
The motivation to approach success/failure, probability of success/failure, and 
incentives for success/failure were variables that were used to measure achievement 
motivation (Wigfield & Eccles, 1992).  The tendency to approach success equaled the 
motivation to approach success, multiplied by the probability of success, multiplied by 
incentives for success.  This formula was represented by: Tas = Mas x Ps x Is.  If any value 
was zero, then the tendency to approach success was zero.  Conversely, the tendency to 
avoid failure was represented by Taf = Maf x Pf x If.  Atkinson then combined these two 
formulae to explain achievement motivation: Mach = (Mas x Ps x Is) - (Maf x Pf x If).   
Atkinson (1957) suggested that when probability of success was high, incentives 
were low.  When probability of success (Ps) equaled .50, the motivation to approach 
success was highest. As probability of success increased above or decreased below .50, 
the motivation to approach success would diminish.  Given a choice of task completion, 
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an individual who had stronger avoidance motives would be more motivated by tasks that 
had high or low probabilities of success (minimizing failure anxiety), and less motivated 
by a .50 probability of success; if forced to complete the task, however, this individual 
would also have greater motivation when probability for success was at .50.  Findings 
from later empirical studies in expectancy value (Meece, Wigfield, & Eccles, 1990), and 
attribution theory (Blumenfeld, Pintrich, Meece, & Wessels, 1982), would contradict 
these assertions. 
In the decades following Atkinson’s research in achievement motivation, 
researchers developed several permutations of expectancy-value theory (Crandall, 
Katovsky, & Preston, 1960; Meece, Parsons, Kaczala, Goff, & Futterman, 1982), and the 
conceptual framework evolved to include the various aforementioned constructs of 
modern expectancy-value theory (Eccles et al., 1983).  Expanding on Atkinson’s work, 
Crandall, Katovsky, and Preston (1960) included attainment value, achievement 
standards, and achievement expectancies.  A germinal form of Eccles’s theory included 
additional concepts.  In addition to self-concept of ability (competence beliefs) and 
perceived task difficulty, Meece, (Eccles) Parsons, Kaczala, Goff, and Futterman (1982) 
included attributions, as well as perceptions of others’ expectations and beliefs.  
Paramount task values included attainment, intrinsic, and utility values.  The researchers 
listed cost separately, along with personal values, needs, self-schemata, and anticipations 
based on previous experiences. 
The goal of the following literature review is to provide synoptic coverage of the 
breadth of research evidence that supports arguments related to my research problem and 
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questions, including (a) how students differentiate their values; (b) how each expectancy-
value construct relates to achievement-related behaviors or choices; (c) how background 
factors, such as gender and age/grade level, may interact with expectancy-value 
constructs; and (d) how extant research in music education is limited, particularly 
because findings have seldom delineated student values of particular activities within a 
domain.  
Values 
Motivation to engage in an activity is determined in part by the perceived values 
associated with a task (Eccles et al., 1983).  These subjective task values include the 
perceived interest (intrinsic value), usefulness (utility value), importance (attainment 
value), and cost of a task.  Meece, Wigfield, and Eccles (1990) observed the relationship 
of values with choice.  They administered a student attitude questionnaire to 250 students 
in 7th through 9th grades.  The subjective task values of students predicted the choice to 
enroll in mathematics.  
Such values can be influenced by background factors that include gender and 
age/grade level.  Feather (1988) investigated the influence of gender.  Students at a 
university in South Australia (N = 444) completed Feather’s questionnaire.  Female 
students valued English and concern for others (pro-social concerns) more than did 
males, whereas males valued mathematics more than did females.  These values were 
positively related with enrollment choices.  There were differences in enrollment between 
genders: male and female students were more likely to enroll in the subjects that they 
valued.  
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 Some researchers have also explored when, during a child’s development, values 
become differentiated.  Eccles, Wigfield, Harold, and Blumenfeld (1993), for example, 
studied the values of 865 children, ages 7-10, in a longitudinal study over four years.  The 
analysis of questionnaire responses indicated that children in 1st grade could differentiate 
their values from other perceptions about themselves but did not yet differentiate between 
various subjective task values. 
Over time, values can be influenced by background factors.  In Michigan, Eccles, 
Midgley, Wigfield, Buchanan, Reuman, Flanagan, and Mac Iver (1993) conducted a four-
wave longitudinal study over two years.  They administered questionnaires to 1,500 
students transitioning from elementary school to junior high school, between 5th and 6th  
grade.  Students in this study reported higher values for math if they went from an 
elementary teacher who was less supportive to a junior high school teacher who was 
more supportive.  Particular contexts, therefore, may help to shape students’ values. 
Intrinsic Value 
Intrinsic value is the perceived enjoyment and interest in a task (Eccles et al., 
1983; Eccles & Wigfield, 2002).  Students have different intrinsic values for various 
subjects and activities.  Those that are perceived as enjoyable, interesting, or fun have 
high intrinsic value.   
Wigfield, Eccles, Mac Iver, Reuman, and Midgley (1991) reported the intrinsic 
values of 1,850 students, over two years, in a four-wave longitudinal study.  Students in 
6th  and 7th  grade rated their values for various subjects differently.  They liked 
(intrinsically valued) sports and social activities more than they did English and math.  
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English was least liked, and social activities were most liked.  Students, therefore, 
differentiated their values for various subjects. 
Researchers have also found connections between interest and achievement-
related behaviors.  In a study by Waters, McPherson, and Schubert (2014), for example, 
293 male students in 8th through 12th grade, reported their values and enrollment choices 
in an online survey.  Interests guided elective choices more than did parents.  
Differences in intrinsic values can develop with age.  Throughout the four phases 
of their study, Wigfield et al. (1991) found that enjoyment of math and sports dropped.  
With regard to English and social activities, enjoyment was lower in the fall than in the 
spring.  This drop in intrinsic values has been echoed in other research.  Wigfield et al. 
(1997) found changes in intrinsic values over a three-year study of 865 elementary school 
children.  They found that interest in music and reading for elementary school students 
decreased more than it did in other subjects.  Eccles et al. (1983) also found that intrinsic 
values with regard to mathematics diminished from 5th through 12th grade.  In that study, 
however, intrinsic value influenced the choice to enroll in math less than did other values.  
Students, therefore, may not consider each value construct to be of equal weight.   
Gender also interacts with intrinsic values.  Wigfield et al. (1991) found that 
females in 6th and 7th grades liked English and social activities more than did males, and 
males liked sports more than did females.  Intrinsic values can also affect achievement 
differently between genders.  Asher and Markell (1974) studied if differences in 
comprehension between 5th grade boys (n = 49) and girls (n = 38) were influenced by 
interests.  To determine interests, the researchers asked students to rate 25 picture slides, 
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a week before completing the reading task.  They determined that although high-interest 
reading materials generated equal levels of achievement between elementary school boys 
and girls, a reading achievement gap between male and female students was apparent 
with low-interest materials.  Whereas the boys showed achievement declines when they 
were exposed to low-interest reading materials, the girls’ reading achievement was not 
affected.   
Eighteen months later, Asher, Hymel, and Wigfield (1978) investigated whether 
the comprehension gap between high and low interest reading materials was a product of 
a contrast effect.  In that follow-up study, 32 boys and 38 girls in 5th grade participated.  
This time, each student did not receive both high interest and low interest reading 
materials; instead, they received one or the other.  The persistence of the comprehension 
gap indicated that there was no contrast effect.  Interest, therefore, may have a different 
impact on achievement between genders. 
Gender interactions have also been observed in music education.  In Australia, for 
example, 2,727 students in 5th through 12th grades completed a questionnaire, in which 
they rated various school subjects (McPherson, Osborne, Barrett, Davidson, & Faulkner, 
2015).  Males rated music more interesting than did females  
Intrinsic values influence achievement-related choices in music.  At the middle 
school level, Picone (2012) found that music perceived by students as enjoyable 
generated additional effort in practice.  The researcher interviewed 13 students aged 
between 2 and 8 years old.  One student in the study rehearsed a “fun” piece more than he 
practiced other musical selections.  Intrinsic value can also affect retention in music 
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programs.  Stewart (2005) administered a survey in three schools to 114 8th grade band 
students.  Interest and enjoyment, in classwork, private instruction, and performance, 
were positively related to the choice to continue in band, meaning that music teachers 
were more likely to retain students who enjoyed their school music experiences.   
The impact of intrinsic values for music on choices extends beyond the school 
years.  Parkes and Jones (2011) administered an online survey to 270 students in seven 
universities.  They found that musicians considering a career in music performance 
instead of one in music education prioritized intrinsic value over job security.  Of these 
students, 50.6% reported that playing and performing provided enjoyment, and 30.6% 
reported that communicating through performance provided enjoyment (Parkes & Jones, 
2011).  Music performers, therefore, were influenced more by enjoyment than by utility. 
Students have higher intrinsic values for music outside of school than they do for 
school music (McPherson & Hendricks, 2010).  In the United States, McPherson and 
Hendricks surveyed 3,037 students in grades 6 through 12.  Using expectancy-value 
constructs, the researchers asked the students to rate various subjects.  Students ranked 
interest for music lowest compared with other subjects, whereas interest for music 
outside of school was the second-highest ranked subject for grades 6 through 9 (after PE), 
and the highest-ranked from grades 10 through 12 (McPherson & Hendricks, 2010).  In 
Mexico, 3,613 students in grades 4 through 12 participated in the survey (González-
Moreno, 2010).  Only 2.64% of preparatory students studied music in schools, even 
though Mexican students considered music outside of school to be the most enjoyable 
and interesting subject (González-Moreno, 2010).  Researchers also administered the 
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survey to 2,671 5th through 12th grade students in South Korea.  Despite a decline in 
school music enrollment and overall values for school music in South Korea, Seog, 
Hendricks, and González-Moreno (2011) found that interest levels for music were high 
and stable.  In fact, compared with other subjects, the ranking for interest in music rose 
from fourth in earlier grades to second in older grade levels.  This discrepancy between 
music in school and music outside of school suggests that context may play a role in 
music valuations, although it is presently unclear why and how. 
Although these findings in various countries suggest similar perceptions, a 
comparison of smaller groups within a single country yields greater distinctions.  Mohd 
and McPherson (2009) administered a survey to 1,000 Malaysian children, aged 9 
through 12, in which students rated various subjects.  They found that different cultures 
within Malaysia had different intrinsic values for music.  Malaysian children in general, 
including Indian-Christian and Chinese-Buddhist students, recognized music’s intrinsic 
value, although they did not consider it important.  Many Chinese-Christian students, 
however, did not recognize music's intrinsic value.  In Hong Kong, researchers 
interviewed 24 students who were considered high-achievers about their values and 
expectancies for music.  For high-achieving music students in Hong Kong, intrinsic 
interest was an initial motivator and was likely sustained, although they did not consider 
music useful (Leung & McPherson, 2011).   
Utility Value   
According to Atkinson (1957), incentive “represents the relative attractiveness of 
a specific goal that is offered in a situation, or the relative unattractiveness of an event 
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that might occur as a consequence of some act” (p. 360).  Translated into modern 
expectancy-value concepts, these binaries can be interpreted as utility value versus cost.  
Utility values, or the current or future usefulness of a task (Eccles et al., 1983; Eccles & 
Wigfield, 2002), can influence achievement-related choices.  Eccles et al. (1983) found 
that utility value (i.e., for college admission and preparation) influenced 10th through 
12th grade students’ choices to enroll in math more than did intrinsic value.  Background 
factors, such as age and gender, interact with utility values.  According to Eccles et al. 
(1983), utility values with regard to mathematics diminished from grades 5 through 
12.  In addition, male students thought math was more useful than did females.  This 
finding echoed Fennema and Sherman’s (1977) findings in a study of 644 male and 589 
female students in grades 9 through 12.  Attitude scale results indicated that boys 
considered math more useful than did girls in two of four schools examined (Fennema & 
Sherman, 1977).  Utility values, therefore, may not be equal across genders or age 
groups. 
Many studies have found low or declining levels of utility value for music over 
time.  High-achieving music students in Hong Kong did not consider music useful in the 
long-term (Leung & McPherson, 2011).  Leung and McPherson (2010) explicated that for 
Hong Kong students interested in business or financial careers, music would have lower 
utility value.  In Australia, McPherson, Osborne, Barrett, Davidson, and Faulkner (2015) 
determined that perceived usefulness of music decreased from grades 5 through 12 and 
was greater for females than for males.  Age and gender, therefore, are factors that can 
influence how students perceive the usefulness of various musical activities.  Students 
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who do not consider a musical activity to be useful to them, may choose not to participate 
in it.  Music educators can use research findings about how students of different ages and 
genders perceive the usefulness of various musical activities to better understand 
students’ motivation to participate. 
Lower levels of utility value influence achievement-related choices.  Weiss 
(2015) investigated secondary band students in a mixed-methods study at a northeastern 
US school district.  Goal relevance, or utility value, influenced student engagement for 
secondary band (Weiss, 2015).  Lesson material that was more relevant to students’ goals 
yielded greater engagement.  This finding suggests that music educators who connect the 
objectives of a lesson with larger goals may be able to engage students through increased 
perceptions of utility value.  In addition to student engagement, utility values also impact 
enrollment.  In Singapore, Koh (2011) administered an online survey to 1,733 students in 
seven primary and secondary schools.  Utility value for Singaporean students best 
predicted the choice for instrumental music enrollment outside of school.  The influence 
of utility value can also be observed in career choices.  Parkes and Jones (2011) found 
that usefulness factored into performance career decisions.  In choosing a performance 
career, however, reasons related to usefulness had the lowest percentages, at around 
5.9%.  This finding demonstrates how different values may not carry the same weights 
for everyone.  
Attainment Value 
Atkinson (1957) defined motive “as a disposition to strive for a certain kind of 
satisfaction, as a capacity for satisfaction in the attainment of a certain class of 
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incentives” (p. 360). This definition resembles the attainment value concept in modern 
expectancy-value theory.  Attainment value is the importance of doing well for ones' self-
concept (Eccles et al., 1983; Eccles & Wigfield, 2002).  If a student believes that it is 
important to succeed in a given activity, the task has high attainment value for that child.   
Attainment values can influence choices and achievement-related behaviors.  
Waters et al. (2014) found that low perceived importance impeded participation in sports 
more than in music, although not at a statistically significant level.  According to Eccles 
et al. (1983), perceived importance influenced 10th through 12th grade students’ choices to 
enroll in math more than did intrinsic value.  A negative relationship between attainment 
value and anxiety might explain some of the influence.  Among students in 7th through 9th 
grades, for example, higher attainment values resulted in less anxiety (Meece, Wigfield, 
& Eccles, 1990).  Battle (1965), however, found that attainment values of junior high 
school students did not predict task persistence in mathematics.  More than 500 students 
in grades 7 through 9 completed questionnaires, and among them, 74 participated in a 
final mathematics task.  This study bifurcated attainment value into absolute (the 
importance of success, independent of success in other subjects) and relative (the 
importance of success, relative to other subjects) attainment values.   
Age interacts with attainment values for school subjects, particularly after 
transitions.  Using questionnaires, Eccles et al. (1989) observed the changes in mean 
responses for 1,450 students between 6th and 7th grade.  When students transitioned from 
elementary school to middle school, importance values for math, sports, and social 
activities dropped.  For English, however, there was a drop after the transition, but an 
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increase during each year.  It is unclear, however, if age, context, or both contributed to 
these changes in values.  Overall, the subjects, in rank order from most important to least 
important, were social skills, math, English, and sports.  
Researchers have identified antecedents and consequences of attainment values.  
Picone (2012) suggested that the personal values of responsibility and commitment 
influenced attainment value.  In turn, attainment values influence achievement-related 
behaviors in music.  In a study by Weiss (2015), two students thought getting better was 
“the whole point” (p. 190) of band participation.  Although students did not rate it highly 
across other values, scale work was considered important (Weiss, 2015).  Among the 
factors for choosing either a music performance career or a music education career, 
attainment value best predicted musicians' choices to pursue a music education career 
(Parkes & Jones, 2012).  Parkes and Jones (2012) suggested that ability and income likely 
motivate music teachers less than perceived importance.  
In other countries and cultures, investigations into the attainment values for music 
have revealed particular distinctions.  Mohd and McPherson (2009) found that Malaysian 
students did not consider music to have high attainment value.  Chinese-Christian 
children, for example, did not value its importance. The researchers suggested that 
perhaps these students disconnected music from broader educational goals.   
The perceived importance of school music interacts with age and gender.  In 
addition to decreasing music values over the school years, McPherson et al. (2015) found 
that the background factor of gender also interacted with attainment values for Australian 
students in grades 5 through 12.  Measurements of perceived importance for music were 
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higher for females than for males.  Attainment values, therefore, may not be equal across 
genders for various subject areas. 
Cost 
Although other value constructs support the motivation to approach success 
(Atkinson, 1957), cost is distinct, in that it is better associated with avoidance motives.  
Costs can be understood as the negative aspects of a task, including failure, loss, effort, 
and performance anxiety (Eccles et al., 1983; Eccles & Wigfield, 2002; Wigfield et al., 
2007).  Eccles et al. (1983) noted that cost/benefit ratios in exchange theory contributed 
to their cost construct.  Thibaut and Kelley (1959), for example, described how particular 
ratios of rewards and costs affected cooperation between rats; the success of human 
dyadic relationships is likewise dependent on the rewards received, and/or costs incurred, 
as a result of the association.  In terms of human achievement motivation, lower costs 
and/or higher rewards are likely to encourage behaviors, whereas higher costs and/or 
lower rewards are likely to discourage behaviors.  
Cost is seldom measured in educational studies of expectancy-value theory.  In 
fact, it is often excluded from many of the questionnaires administered in expectancy-
value surveys (Eccles, Wigfield, Harold, et al., 1993; Wigfield, 1994; Wigfield & Eccles, 
2000).  Nevertheless, Eccles et al. (1983) described the relationship of cost to 
attributions:  poor achievement due to lack of effort is less psychologically costly than 
poor achievement due to lack of ability. 
The costs associated with music participation often involve considerations that 
extend beyond the musical activity itself.  Stewart (2005) found that time management 
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and grades in other classes were perceived costs associated with band participation.  
High-achieving music students in Hong Kong also had anxiety about the conflict between 
practice and academic study time (Leung & McPherson, 2011).  In a survey of 369 post-
secondary students, Amundson (2012) also found cost to be a factor that influenced 
enrollment.  Among non-participants of choir, nearly 75% considered time to be a 
constraining factor (Amundson, 2012).  
Other contextual considerations can also influence perceptions of cost.  For 
graduate students in Mexico (N = 56), questionnaire results indicated that part-time 
students had higher perceptions of cost than did full-time students (González-Moreno, 
2012).  In addition, distance education students considered music more costly than did 
traditional students.  The contexts in which students receive their education, therefore, 
can affect perceptions of cost. 
Expectancy 
Researchers have noted a positive relationship between subjective task values and 
expectancy (Meece et al., 1990; Wigfield, 1994).  Expectancy is an individual’s beliefs 
about potential success, now and in the future (Eccles et al., 1983; Eccles & Wigfield, 
2002; O’Neill & McPherson, 2002).  It is distinct from self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; 
Wigfield, 1994); the former is concerned with outcomes, whereas the latter involves self-
perceptions of ability.  Although expectancy is a distinct concept from self-efficacy 
(Bandura, 1997; Wigfield, 1994), similarities exist (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000), 
particularly with regard to the sub-construct of competence beliefs.  Expectancy is not 
exclusive to expectancy-value theory.  Using attribution theory, for example, Covington 
  
25 
and Omelich (1979) explored how the different causes to which a student might ascribe 
their failure or success affected their expectancy.  
 The concept of expectancy has been examined in motivation studies far 
preceding the formalization of expectancy-value theory.  In 1928, for example, Tolman 
noted that the movements of rats were governed not only by their hunger, but also by 
end-objects, or expectancies.  Humans are likewise guided by expectancies, and the 
influence of internal and external stimuli suggested the universality of intrinsic and 
extrinsic motivation. Atkinson (1957) defined expectancy as “a cognitive anticipation, 
usually aroused by cues in a situation, that performance of some act will be followed by a 
particular consequence” (p. 360).  Positive expectancies, therefore, might contribute to 
motivation, whereas negative expectancies might discourage achievement-related 
behaviors. 
Age/grade level and gender are factors that interact with expectancy.  Eccles et al. 
(1983) found that as students got older, their expectancies, with regard to mathematics, 
diminished.  They also found that that student perceptions of parent expectancies for 
competence aligned with student expectancies.  Male students reported higher 
expectancies in mathematics than did females (Eccles et al., 1983).  The achievement-
related behaviors of males and females are also influenced differently by expectancy.  For 
junior high school students faced with challenging mathematics problems, for example, 
higher expectancy yielded greater task persistence, especially among boys (Battle, 1965).   
In another study involving gender, Heller and Parsons (1981) examined how 
student expectancies influenced enrollment choices in mathematics for males (n = 116) 
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and females (n = 136) in grades 7 and 9.  They administered a questionnaire to assess 
expectancies for math.  Although current expectancies for girls and boys were similar, 
future expectancies for success in unfamiliar or future tasks were higher for boys.  It is 
important to emphasize that although such gender-related differences may affect 
enrollment and achievement, they do not reflect aptitude; when researchers examined 
students of similar mathematics backgrounds, for example, the gender gap was 
insignificant (Fennema & Sherman, 1979).   
In addition to achievement-related behaviors, actual achievement has been 
influenced by expectancies (Feather, 1966; Meece et al., 1990).  In a study by Feather 
(1966), test-taking undergraduate students who were successful with five initial questions 
were more successful with the following ten questions, compared with those who were 
less successful with the five initial questions.  Previous performance, therefore, is 
positively related to subsequent performance.  Success or failure in the initial portion of 
the exam, therefore, may have shaped expectancy that, in turn, shaped future 
performance. Meece et al. (1990) also found that previous performance influenced 
expectancy, and that expectancy affected anxiety levels and future achievement. 
Expectancy in Music Education 
Expectancy for school music in various countries is low compared with 
expectancy for other subjects.  In Mexico, students at the preparatory level had lower 
expectancies for music than they did for any other subject (González-Moreno, 2009).  In 
a survey of 2,257 Israeli students, expectancies for students at school level three were 
among the lowest of all countries in an eight-country comparison (Portowitz, González-
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Moreno, & Hendricks, 2010).  Leung and McPherson (2011), however, found a different 
profile of perceptions about music among high-achievement music students in Hong 
Kong.  In the long-term involvement stage, these students had higher expectations for 
music in their futures.  This finding may suggest that expectancy is related to 
achievement level.  
The antecedents and consequences of expectancy in music have also been 
examined.  Like Feather (1966) and Meece et al. (1990), researchers have found 
relationships between previous performance, consequent expectancy, and subsequent 
achievement.  McCormick and McPherson (2007) administered a survey to 723 
instrumental students, from ages 9 to 19.  The better students performed in an initial 
music performance exam, the greater their expectancy and subsequent achievement.  
Children's expectancies for success, therefore, were predictive of actual results. 
In addition to subsequent performance, expectancy is also related to choice 
(Hawkinson, 2015).  Just as Heller and Parsons (1981) and Eccles et al. (1983) found that 
expectancy influenced enrollment and career choices regarding mathematics, Parkes and 
Jones (2012) found that expectancies in music likewise had an impact on career choice.  
Musicians who reported higher expectancies for teaching music were more likely to 
pursue music education careers, and those who reported higher expectancies for 
performing music were more likely to pursue performance careers.  Expectancy, 
therefore, may impact not only achievement, but also achievement-related behaviors. 
  
28 
Task Difficulty 
Task difficulty involves the perceptions of the level of ease or difficulty of a given 
activity (Eccles et al., 1983), and is not exclusive to expectancy-value theory.  Kukla 
(1972), for example, noted in an attributional theory of performance that task difficulty is 
distinct from expectancy, yet related, and that task difficulty perceptions and difficulty in 
reality are different.  Background factors such as gender and age can influence 
perceptions of task difficulty (Eccles et al., 1983; Eccles et al., 1993).  Eccles et al. 
(1983) found that male students in grades 5 through 12 considered mathematics easier 
than did females, and that task difficulty for mathematics increased with age.  Eccles et 
al. (1993) adapted person-environment fit theory with expectancy-value and intrinsic 
motivation theory constructs into a development model called stage-environment fit 
theory.  In this study, students perceived higher task difficulty and diminished 
expectancies for math if they went from a teacher with high self-efficacy to one with low 
self-efficacy the following year.  Task difficulty, therefore, may be shaped by external 
factors.  
Researchers have examined task difficulty of music in different countries 
throughout the world and have likewise found interactions with background factors.  In 
surveys administered in eight-countries, students rated music among the easiest subjects, 
in all countries except Mexico; females in most of the countries, except Brazil, thought 
music was an easier subject than did males (McPherson & O’Neill, 2010).  With regard 
to age/grade level, McPherson and O’Neill (2010) concluded that there was an increase in 
the perception of task difficulty as students advanced through grade levels.  Portowitz et 
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al. (2010) also found that level one students in Israel considered music to be one of the 
least difficult subjects; by level three, however, they considered it to be one of the most 
difficult.  In Hong-Kong, students considered music to be an easy subject (Leung & 
McPherson, 2011), and primary school students considered music to be an easier subject 
than did secondary school students (Leung & McPherson, 2010).  McPherson et al. 
(2015) also found that perceived task difficulty of music in Australia increased from 
grades 5 through 12.  Although Seog et al. (2011) found that task difficulty for school 
music in South Korea increased significantly from elementary to middle school, the 
increase from middle school to high school was insignificant.  The influence of 
background factors, such as age, therefore, may vary depending on cultural context. 
Whereas most of the findings suggest that music is perceived as an easy subject 
with increasing difficulty over time, Hentschke (2010) found that task difficulty for 
music in Brazil was generally low and stable for students in 6th grade through high school 
(N = 1848).  Compared with perceptions of musical task difficulty in other countries, 
those in Mexico were even less characteristic: younger students rated only math and 
history as more difficult than music (González-Moreno, 2009, 2010).  This finding 
further demonstrates how cultural context may influence task difficulty perceptions. 
Between cultures within a single country, task difficulty for music has been 
perceived differently.  Mohd and McPherson (2009) found that task difficulty was 
different among various cultural groups in Malaysia.  Malay Muslim students considered 
music more difficult than did those from four other Malaysian ethnic groups.  Indian 
Christian students found school music much easier than did Malay Muslim students.  A 
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comparison of task difficulty perceptions in various countries, therefore, is valuable, 
because task difficulty perceptions can vary between cultures.  Findings from a study in a 
particular country may not have the same implications for music education in another 
country.  Music educators in different parts of the world need data about the particular 
populations with whom they work.  
The influences on, and consequences of, task difficulty have been explored at the 
post-secondary level.  González-Moreno (2012) found that distance education graduate 
students considered music more difficult than traditional graduate students.  Parkes and 
Jones (2012) showed how task difficulty might play a role in the choice of music careers.  
Task difficulty, for example, can influence performance competence beliefs. 
Task difficulty can influence other motivational constructs.  In Weiss’s (2015) 
study, the difficulty of repertoire influenced enjoyment (intrinsic value). Students did not 
enjoy playing music that they could not master (Weiss, 2015).  Furthermore, task 
difficulty plays a role in overall expectancy (Wigfield, 1994) and performance (Feather, 
1966).  In Feather’s (1966) study, task difficulty mediated expectancy and achievement.  
There was a positive relationship between initial expectation and performance when task 
difficulty was depicted accurately (Feather, 1966).  Researchers have also explored how 
task difficulty can influence competence beliefs (Eccles et al., 1983).  There is a negative 
relationship, for example, between task difficulty and competence beliefs (Eccles et al., 
1983; González-Moreno, 2010; McPherson et al., 2015), meaning that greater difficulty 
may be perceived by those who have lower beliefs in their ability.   
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Competence Beliefs 
Competence beliefs and expectancy are distinct (Meece et al., 1990), yet related 
(Wigfield & Eccles, 2000).  The concept of competence beliefs, as an antecedent to 
expectancy, involves self-perceptions of ability (Eccles et al., 1983; Wigfield, 1994; 
Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). Wigfield (1994) noted that competence beliefs influenced 
overall expectancy.  In a survey of 444 psychology students, Feather (1988) also found a 
positive relationship between ability (competence) beliefs and subjective task values, as 
well as a positive relationship between those perceptions and the choice to participate.  
Competence beliefs have been studied by various researchers of motivation, including 
those in the fields of attribution theory (Kukla, 1972; Weiner, 1972; Weiner & Kukla, 
1970) and expectancy-value theory (Eccles et al., 1983; Meece et al., 1990). Although 
expectancy is a distinct concept from self-efficacy, competence beliefs and self-efficacy 
beliefs are similar (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000).  Whereas expectancy for success can be 
influenced by factors beyond one’s self, both competence beliefs and self-efficacy 
involve judgments about one’s own ability. 
Weiner and Kukla (1970) found that attributions of success to ability (competence 
beliefs), and failure to effort, are characteristic of those who have high achievement 
motivation.  These individuals would select moderately difficult tasks, in order to 
accurately gauge ability.  Nevertheless, these individuals are more likely to persist in 
tasks that result in failure.  Citing previous studies, Weiner (1972) further explained how 
the choice of activities, effort, and persistence are all affected by attributions.  The 
researcher observed differences between individuals with high achievement motivation 
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(greater choice/effort/persistence) and those with low achievement motivation (lesser 
choice/effort/persistence).  Kukla (1972) presented a model for an attributional theory of 
performance to determine intensity of behavior and performance.  This model blended 
attribution theory with expectancy theory.  Kukla proposed that greater beliefs in ability 
(competence beliefs) might yield less effort. 
Competence beliefs can affect motivation (Eccles et al., 1983; Meece, Wigfield, 
& Eccles, 1990).  Meece, Wigfield, and Eccles (1990) found that competence beliefs 
influenced math anxiety.  Furthermore, they found that ability (competence beliefs) 
influenced values and expectancies.  Due to the influence of competence beliefs on 
achievement-related behaviors, many expectancy-value scholars have explored the 
antecedents that cause variations between individuals. 
Many researchers have explored the relationship between age and competence 
beliefs.  Dweck (2002) explained that very young children do not have well-defined 
ability beliefs, but they do understand goodness and badness. There are two major shifts 
in competence beliefs:  at 7/8 years old and at 10/12 years old.  At 7/8, ability seems like 
a stable trait, and their beliefs about their ability start to more closely match reality.  At 
10/12, effort and ability are distinct, consequences are understood, and ability and 
intelligence are considered to be capacities.  Entity competence beliefs are those in which 
ability is stable and absolute, whereas incremental competence beliefs are those in which 
ability can be developed (Dweck, 2002).  Wigfield (1994) also noted that as children get 
older, their beliefs about competence become more differentiated.  Eccles, Wigfield, 
Harold, et al. (1993) determined that children as young as 1st grade exhibit distinct 
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competence beliefs for each subject and can differentiate these beliefs from their values.  
Competence beliefs also tend to become more negative with age (Blumenfeld, 
Pintrich, Meece, & Wessels, 1982; Dweck, 2002; Wigfield, 1994).  For example, 
competence beliefs for math, reading, and music were higher for students in 1st grade 
than they were for students in 4th grade (Eccles, Wigfield, Harold, et al., 1993).  As age 
and experience increase, therefore, self-perceptions of ability may decrease.  The 
researchers considered the possibility that while younger students may have an unrealistic 
sense of optimism and older students may develop increased pessimism, other processes 
may be at play, necessitating additional research.  Younger students valued sports less 
than did older students; older students valued sports more than they did academics 
(Eccles, Wigfield, Harold, et al., 1993).   
Eccles et al. (1983) also found that as students got older, their competence beliefs 
in mathematics diminished.  Competence beliefs were positively correlated with values, 
expectancies, achievement in the second year, and the choice to continue math studies 
(Eccles et al., 1983).  As students transition from elementary to middle school, drops in 
competence beliefs have been observed for various subjects, including math and sports 
(Eccles et al., 1989) and math and English (Wigfield et al., 1991).  Eccles et al. (1989) 
found that self-concept of ability (competence beliefs) for math and sports dropped after 
the transition, perhaps due to negative instruction.  For social activities, these ability 
(competence) beliefs improved over the 6th grade year but dropped during the 7th grade 
year.  Wigfield et al. (1991) found that ability (competence) beliefs in math and English 
decreased after transitioning to junior high school, with significant drops for English. 
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With regard to social ability beliefs, drops occurred at the transition (between years), but 
increased during (within) years.  Finally, sports ability beliefs dropped from the start of 
6th grade to the transition into 7th grade, before leveling out that year. Actual ability level 
aligned with competence beliefs.  Perhaps surprisingly, high ability level students also 
had a drop in competence beliefs at the transition. Shifts in competence beliefs, therefore, 
may be associated with shifts in context. 
Other researchers have indicated that changes in competence beliefs following a 
transition between grade levels may also be the product of changes in environment 
(Eccles, Wigfield, Midgley, et al., 1993; Stipek & Daniels, 1998; Wigfield, 1994).  Using 
a stage-environment fit theory, which utilizes expectancy-value concepts, the influence of 
both age and environment on expectancy have been analyzed together.  Eccles, Wigfield, 
Midgley, et al. (1993) showed how competence beliefs change, depending on 
environment and developmental level.  Using stage-environment fit theory and 
expectancy-value constructs, they found that an initial decrease in ability (competence) 
beliefs accompanied placement in a high-ability class.  An initial increase in ability 
(competence) beliefs accompanied placement in low-ability classes, but by 10th grade, 
lower achievement and problematic behavior were apparent among these students. 
Competence beliefs, therefore, may be shaped by the contexts in which a student 
participates. 
Other factors related to the classroom or environment can also influence 
competence beliefs.  Blumenfeld, Pintrich, Meece, and Wessels (1982) found that 
although direct positive feedback generated higher ability (competence) beliefs, the 
  
35 
teacher’s general communication approach, whether positive or negative, did not 
significantly affect students’ ability (competence) beliefs.  In interviews of kindergarten 
(n = 40) and 4th grade students (n = 40), Stipek and Daniels (1998) found that school 
environment might indeed play a role.  Kindergarten students who received normative 
evaluations had lower competence beliefs and future attainment beliefs than students who 
received fewer.  For 4th graders, normative evaluations did not influence competence 
beliefs and future attainment beliefs:  kindergarten students who received normative 
evaluations did not have higher competence beliefs than 4th graders. This study showed 
that the decline in competence beliefs as students get older is associated with classroom 
changes. 
Gender also interacts with competence beliefs.  Although Feather (1988) did not 
observe gender disparities in competence beliefs for either math or English, other 
researchers have presented contrary findings.  Wigfield et al. (1991) found that girls had 
higher English competence beliefs, and boys had higher sports and math competence 
beliefs.  Social competence beliefs were similar between genders.  Eccles, Wigfield, 
Harold, et al. (1993) found that girls had greater competence beliefs for reading and 
music, whereas boys had greater competence beliefs for math and sports.  Despite lower 
sports competence beliefs, girls valued sports as much as math, reading, and instrumental 
music.  Girls generally had lower competence beliefs in sports than boys, but higher 
competence beliefs for tumbling activities in particular.  These findings support the need 
for the present study, because students may be able to differentiate between sub-
categories of a larger domain area. 
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The influence of these background factors has also been observed in music 
education.  Eccles, Wigfield, Harold, et al. (1993) found that elementary students could 
distinguish task values and competence beliefs as well for music as they did for the other 
subjects in which they had more formal training, and that females had higher competence 
beliefs and values for music than did males.  Wigfield et al. (1997) also found that girls’ 
competence beliefs in music and reading were higher than those for boys; boys’ 
competence beliefs in math and sports were higher than those for girls.  In an eight-
country comparison, females had higher competence beliefs in music than males 
(McPherson & O’Neill, 2010), except in Brazil (Hentschke, 2010).  Competence beliefs, 
therefore, may not be equal across genders. 
Competence beliefs in music rank low compared with other subjects.  McPherson 
and Hendricks (2010) found that among six school subjects, student competence beliefs 
in the United States were lowest for music and art.  In other countries examined, 
competence beliefs in music generally ranked low compared with those for other subjects 
(McPherson & O’Neill, 2010).  This finding suggests that students may differentiate their 
competence beliefs between various subject areas. 
Declining competence beliefs with age have also been observed (McPherson et 
al., 2015).  Wigfield et al. (1997) determined that competence beliefs of elementary 
school students decreased more for music than they did in any other subject.  Leung and 
McPherson (2010) found that primary school students in Hong Kong had higher 
competence beliefs in music than secondary school students.  In addition, Seog et al. 
(2011) found that competence beliefs for music in South Korea declined from grades 5 
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through 12.  Compared with every other subject, however, this drop in musical 
competence beliefs was the least pronounced.  With the exception of Brazil (Hentschke, 
2010) in an eight-country comparison, ability beliefs in music, as well as those in other 
subjects, declined as students advanced through grade levels (McPherson & O’Neill, 
2010).  Age, therefore, is a background factor that may interact with competence beliefs.  
Such decreases in competence beliefs can affect the choice to participate in school 
music programs.  Attrition in band enrollment, for example, might be related to levels of 
competence beliefs (Picone, 2012; Weiss, 2015).  Weiss (2015) found that competence 
beliefs influenced student engagement in band.  Picone (2012) also studied band attrition 
and found that competence beliefs among middle school band students were influenced 
by achievement during practice.  Developing the ability to perform difficult passages 
improved competence beliefs.  Teachers who create opportunities for student success, 
therefore, can improve competence beliefs, and in turn, retention. 
After high school, Parkes and Jones (2012) determined that competence beliefs 
factor into the choice for either a music performance career or a music education career.  
They suggested that ability (competence) beliefs are especially important considerations 
for performance careers, in which talent is critical for success; therefore, self-perceptions 
of talent or ability would factor into performance career decisions.  For those choosing 
music education careers, other values and considerations would outweigh competence 
beliefs.  The influence of competence beliefs on enrollment and career choice illustrates 
the role it plays on achievement-related behaviors and motivation.  
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Stewart (2005) and González-Moreno (2012), however, found some contradictory 
evidence to what expectancy-value would tend to predict.  In a study of band 
participation after middle school, Stewart (2005) found that competence beliefs were not 
significantly related to the choice to continue in band.  In a study of graduate music 
programs, González-Moreno (2012) found that males had high competence beliefs, but 
greater rates of attrition, compared with females.  Therefore, although competence 
beliefs, as a sub-construct of expectancy, may influence achievement, they may not 
always have as significant an impact on choice as might values.   
Confidence 
Confidence is generally not included as a sub-construct in expectancy-value 
literature, including the Eccles et al. (1983) model.  For example, along with the various 
value sub-constructs, McPherson and O’Neill describe only competence beliefs and task 
difficulty in their 2010 eight-country lead article.  The term is used, however, in literature 
that describes self-efficacy (see McPherson & McCormick, 2006, or the self-efficacy 
sections in O’Neill & McPherson, 2002, or Wigfield & Eccles, 2007). One possible 
motive for the use of the term “confidence” in expectancy-value surveys is to provide a 
synonymous lay term for respondents.  Furthermore, the ways in which various 
constructs operate and relate with each other, as well as how they load into factors for 
analysis, all play a role in determining how researchers use terminology for each study.  
McPherson et al. (2015) analyzed competence beliefs using two questions about ability 
and two questions about confidence.  These sub-constructs are distinct from task 
difficulty, but all contribute to the broader construct of expectancy.  
  
39 
Connections with Self-Determination Theory 
 Expectancy-value constructs, such as competence beliefs and intrinsic values, 
overlap with other motivation theories, including self-determination theory (SDT).  In a 
survey question regarding reasons for learning how to sing or play an instrument, 
McPherson et al. (2015) included not only those overlapping constructs, but also one that 
is more directly associated with SDT:  relatedness.  Relatedness occurs in children when 
they feel a connection with teachers, parents, or others with whom they work (Ryan & 
Deci, 2000).  Although McPherson et al. (2015) considered if such a connection with a 
music teacher or peers is a motivating factor for studying music in their questionnaire, 
they did not report relatedness in the publication. 
Key Critiques  
Fischhoff, Goitein, and Shipira (1980) presented key critiques of expectancy-
value theory.  They noted that decision-makers would be cognitively overwhelmed if 
they had to consider all of the expectancy-value intricacies before making a choice.  
Eccles and Wigfield (2002) defended against this sort of criticism, stating that “values are 
linked to more stable self-schema and identity constructs and choice is not necessarily the 
result of conscious, rational, decision-making processes” (p. 122).  Another criticism 
involves the changeability of values over time (Fischhoff et al., 1980).  An individual’s 
values and expectancies are not fixed, but rather, they may shift with age and experience.  
The particular experiences and influences that may effect change in the values and 
expectancies for any given individual are innumerous and incalculable.  Findings from 
studies in which expectancy-value constructs are measured can only reflect perspectives 
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of a population at a particular snapshot moment.  A cross-sectional analysis in the present 
study, however, addresses how values might vary at different age/grade levels. 
Conclusion 
Upon finding a disparity between girls’ competence beliefs in sports and those 
specifically in tumbling, Eccles, Wigfield, Harold, et al. (1993) suggested future research 
in “self and task perceptions for specific activities within a domain rather than for 
domains in general” (p. 844).  Despite this suggestion, however, little extant research 
includes an investigation of particular contexts within the music domain.  Some findings 
hint at how particular contexts might yield disparities in expectancy (Parkes & Jones, 
2012) and value (McPherson & Hendricks, 2010; Weiss, 2015).  To illustrate, although 
high in perceived importance (attainment value), scale work in particular had low 
intrinsic value for band students (Weiss, 2015), even when they considered the subject of 
music itself enjoyable.  Little else is known about the differentiation of values for various 
music contexts.  Therefore, in order to understand high school students’ motivation to 
participate in music, in the present study I compare values for various musical activities, 
inside and outside of school. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODS 
The purpose of this study was to understand high school students’ motivation to 
participate in music, by comparing their values and expectancies for various musical 
activities, inside and outside of school.  The application of an expectancy-value lens on 
motivation traditionally necessitates the use of survey-based methods.  Previous 
researchers have typically administered questionnaires to measure the values and 
expectancies of students in a particular population (Eccles, Wigfield, Harold, et al., 1993; 
Wigfield, 1994; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000; McPherson, 2010).  Expectancy-value 
questionnaires and survey designs have been tested and developed over several decades.  
I adopted and further adapted the established survey instrument and design for this study.  
The following sections include an overview of research design, participant selection, 
survey instrument design, procedures, and data analysis. 
Research Design 
Researchers who have applied expectancy-value theory have set a clear precedent 
for the use of survey-based methods in their empirical studies (Eccles, Wigfield, Harold, 
et al., 1993; Wigfield, 1994; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000; McPherson, 2010).  Survey-based 
methods involve questionnaires, the responses of which help to determine objective facts 
and/or subjective states of respondents in a defined population (Fowler, 2014).  By 
employing a survey, expectancy-value theorists have often obtained data about the 
motivations of particular populations to participate in various activities, such as 
mathematics (Eccles et al., 1983) and music (McPherson & O’Neill, 2010).  The benefits 
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of survey data are its capabilities to depict a target population using statistics (Fowler, 
2014).   
I used a survey-based method for this study to compare high school students’ 
values and expectations for various musical activities in which they might participate.  
Questionnaire respondents provided data about how they perceived participation in 
various musical activities, with regard to attainment values, intrinsic values, utility 
values, and costs.  In addition, they provided information about their competence beliefs, 
perceptions of task difficulty, and overall expectancies for various musical activities.  I 
included grade level and gender, as well, in order to examine how background factors 
relate to expectancy-value constructs.  Finally, I needed to obtain responses about 
enrollment to determine if measurements of expectancy-value constructs predicted the 
choice to participate.  
Survey-based methods alone may not provide rich information about all of the 
particular contextual considerations that influence an individual’s perceptions (de Vaus, 
2002).  In addition, researchers adopting this approach must critically examine how 
closely a broader population is represented by the sample.  Other limitations include 
superficiality and bias of questions, limited snapshot data, causal interpretations, and the 
risk of inaccurate self-reporting, due not only to the respondents, but also to the questions 
(Marsh, 1979).  Nevertheless, although a qualitative study can yield data about the values 
and behaviors of individuals, as well as their contextual influences, quantitative survey 
research data may delineate a broader population.  Moreover, data from this survey can 
be compared with, and added to, the existing body of research.   
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Participant Selection 
I employed a multi-stage cluster sampling strategy.  In the first stage, I used 
established New Jersey district factor groups (DFGs) lists to divide high schools into 
groups based on low, middle, or high socioeconomic status (State of New Jersey 
Department of Education, 2014a).  I included all high schools in the North Jersey School 
Music Association (NJSMA) region.  Schools that were in lower middle or upper middle 
SES districts were not included.  
In addition to clearly defining the region for the sample frame, the selection of 
schools from within the NJSMA region ensured that all students in the sample had access 
to a school music program in which they may or may not have chosen to participate.  
Another feature of this region was its mix of rural, suburban, and urban areas (US Census 
Bureau, 2010).  Another benefit of the NJSMA region was that it afforded opportunities 
for personal visits to the schools for facilitation of the survey process.  Although students 
entered responses on the paper questionnaire without a need for personal interviews, I 
visited both schools to administer the survey.  These visits allowed me to provide exactly 
the same instructions for everyone, collect all survey responses appropriately (unshared 
and confidential), and ensure that students who needed accommodations could complete 
the survey.  
School Identification 
I compiled three separate lists based on DFGs: low, median, and high.  To ensure 
appropriate randomization procedures, I ordered the lists using the RAND function in 
Excel during a Skype meeting with my advisor.  I saved the sorted lists, so that requests 
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for authorization could go to administrators in the randomized order.   
I contacted administrators from high schools that fit these criteria to determine 
their willingness to participate.  In the six months between May and October of 2017, I 
contacted each school in the list order, via email and phone.  During phone calls, I 
requested appointments to visit and discuss the survey, and in emails, I included 
overviews of the research study, along with authorization forms. 
In each of the schools, I contacted several administrators, including principals, 
assistant principals, curriculum directors, department supervisors, superintendents, 
assistant superintendents, and administrator secretaries.  The school administrators to 
whom I reached out received at least one initial contact, and one follow-up contact 
several days later.  Most of these contacts took the form of emails and voicemails, but 
there was seldom a response.   
As most administrators did not respond to repeated attempts to make contact, I 
spent a significant amount of time waiting after each message, before moving on to the 
next school on the list.  Data collection could not begin until I exhausted the entire list. 
This process continued for about six months. 
Administrators who responded cited logistical and scheduling issues as reasons 
for non-participation.  They were often unwilling to sacrifice instructional time to provide 
support for academic research.  A common factor between the schools that considered the 
research was that they had explicit board policies regarding educational research 
and survey procedures. Whenever I discovered these board policies upon research of the 
schools, I cited them within my request.  
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Two schools agreed to participate, with the support of the building principal, the 
superintendent, and the board of education for the district.  The first school was a high 
SES district in a suburban neighborhood.  The second school, in an urban environment, 
was among those in the median DFGs.  Upon collection of authorization forms, I 
coordinated logistics with building principals and planned dates for the dissemination of 
consent and assent information, and the administration of the questionnaires to students. 
Sample Selection 
In previous expectancy-value research, several items of the questionnaire loaded 
onto factors that reduce the data.  Working with factors requires a minimum number of 
cases, in order for the study to be significant.  Although there are many different sample 
size recommendations when factor analyses are conducted, such as the 100-case 
minimum rule (Pearson & Mundform, 2010) or the 10 cases for every variable rule 
(Gorsuch, 1983), Gorsuch (1983) noted that 300 cases is an appropriate number for a 
significant factor analysis.  A total of 372 students (N = 372) from two schools in the 
NJSMA region participated in this study, which meets a minimum case-requirement for 
studies that use a factor analysis.   
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Table 3.1 
Number of Students by School, Grade, and Gender 
  Label N 
School Median SES 202 
High SES 159 
Grade 9th Grade 93 
10th Grade 103 
11th Grade 83 
12th Grade 82 
Gender Male 182 
Female 185 
Non-Binary 4 
 
Previous Survey Instruments 
 Eccles (1983) established a questionnaire for modern expectancy-value theory.  In 
subsequent studies, researchers have tested and employed variations of this questionnaire 
for expectancy-value research (Eccles, Wigfield, Harold, et al., 1993; Wigfield, 1994; 
Wigfield & Eccles, 2000).  McPherson and O’Neill (2010) adapted this questionnaire for 
their expectancy-value research in music education.  To ensure continued reliability and 
validity of the survey instrument, I based the questionnaire for the present study on these 
previous versions. 
Eccles’s questionnaire.  Various researchers have tested Eccles’s modern 
expectancy-value theory using a questionnaire (Eccles & Wigfield, 1995).  The survey 
included 19 questions, involving Likert scales.  They applied each concept of expectancy-
value theory to the subject of mathematics, with the exception of cost.  Questions 
pertaining to any concept employed lay terms (i.e., “important” instead of “attainment 
value”).  In some versions of the questionnaire, the researchers preceded each section 
with an explanatory note to ensure clarity and response (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). 
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McPherson’s questionnaire.  In a study that applied expectancy-value theory to 
music education, McPherson and O’Neill (2010) further developed the questionnaire. The 
survey included 38 questions, involving Likert-type scales.  The researchers included 
additional items, such as parent background.  They also employed lay terms and retained 
explanatory notes.  McPherson and O’Neill (2010) also added broad headings, clarifying 
the purpose of each section for the respondents. 
7-point scale.  After McPherson and O’Neill’s (2010) eight-country study, 
McPherson et al. (2015) adopted a 7-point scale for a study of the Australian context.  
Although they did not explain the particular change from 5-point scales to 7-point scales, 
they did acknowledge that they made certain adjustments to the questionnaire to improve 
the study.  In keeping with these latest improvements to the survey instrument, I likewise 
adopted a 7-point Likert-type scale. 
Present Questionnaire 
This questionnaire (See Appendix A) retained the question structure from Eccles 
and Wigfield (1995), and McPherson and O’Neill (2010), as well as much of the 
formatting from McPherson and O’Neill (2010).  I slightly modified questions, however, 
to address particular in-school and out-of-school music activities.  To save time for 
schools and reduce survey fatigue among students, I omitted some of the additional items 
from the McPherson and O’Neill (2010) study.  These items included parent background 
information, redundant questions, and comparisons of music to other subjects that were 
not relevant to the research questions.  I moved the enrollment item toward the beginning 
of the questionnaire, following the background items.  Because some students have never 
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enrolled in an elective music course, I rephrased questions to determine how students 
suppose they might consider various contexts (i.e., How well do you think you would do 
in these activities?).  All students would be able to at least speculate about these contexts, 
because at a minimum, they all had exposure to music classes at the elementary level in 
which it was requisite.  The entire questionnaire is included in Appendix A.  
The adaptation of the survey instrument from previous incarnations helped to 
establish reliability and validity.  In order to establish internal consistency reliability, I 
included multiple questions concerning each concept.  McPherson and O’Neill (2010) 
also rotated response options to improve reliability, and I preserved these rotations for 
this study.  Previous studies helped to establish clarity and ease of questions.  Finally, in-
person, school day administration of the questionnaire, during which all students received 
the same generic instructions, supported reliability.  Following data collection, I also 
performed a reliability analysis by calculating Cronbach’s alpha (α = .986). 
I designed this study with considerations toward various types of validity.  To 
support construct validity, I adopted the scales from those used in previous studies.  With 
regard to face validity, the lay terms used by Eccles and Wigfield (1995) and McPherson 
and O’Neill (2010) were synonymous with expectancy-value concepts.  The headings 
added by McPherson and O’Neill (2010) also supported face validity.  The survey 
applied all parts of expectancy-value to each of the different musical activities, to ensure 
content validity.  Finally, I tested concurrent validity, with regard to the relationship 
between expectancy-value constructs and enrollment choice, upon data analysis. 
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Questionnaire Evaluation 
Fowler (2013) suggested running a pilot study to ensure that the actual survey can 
be successfully administered.  In addition, revisions of the survey instrument for this 
particular study needed to be assessed.  In lieu of a full pilot study, my colleagues, 
friends, and family members examined the questionnaire.  I received feedback with 
regard to the perceived difficulty of the questions and the survey length.  Based on this 
feedback, I concluded that the questions were intelligible, and would require less than 30 
minutes to complete. 
Procedures 
Between preliminary planning and data collection, additional preparation was 
necessary.  Among these measures were CITI training, IRB approval, and consent/assent 
form distribution.  In the following subsections, I detail these proceedings. 
Ethics 
In 2002, the Senate and General Assembly of the State of New Jersey enacted 
P.L. 2001, C.18A:36-34, concerning school surveys.  In accordance with the act, I made 
sure that no responses to the survey questions would reveal private information, including 
political affiliation, psychological health, attitudes or behaviors regarding sex, illegal or 
incriminating behaviors, critical valuations of individuals, privileged relationships, 
income, and social security numbers (New Jersey Legislature, 2002).  No questionnaire 
response in this survey could be used as an identifier of an individual.  Furthermore, the 
survey was voluntary.  I allowed any student who elected not to participate to refrain 
from completing a questionnaire. 
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 The Boston University Institutional Review Board (IRB) reviewed my proposed 
study to ensure that human subjects would be treated ethically.  I completed appropriate 
training and submitted all documentation and applications, among other requirements, 
prior to the study.  I communicated information regarding the purpose of the study, 
survey procedures, and confidentiality of respondents to school administrators for low, 
middle, and high SES schools in the NJSMA region.  Although I did not share responses 
to individual questionnaires, I have offered to provide to participating administrators a 
report of the aggregate data for the entire school, upon request.  I also offered to join in 
with one of their music department meetings to discuss the possible implications of the 
findings, while maintaining strict confidentiality for individual respondents.  
Consent and Assent 
I provided consent and assent forms (See Appendices B–G) for random groups of 
students at each school.  Because participation was voluntary, some subjects from these 
classes did not elect to participate. Parents of students aged less than 18 years old 
received consent forms and a cover letter.  All children of parents who received a consent 
form were given an assent form, explaining the research and requesting their assent to 
participate in the study.  Any students aged 18 or older received a consent form.  Upon 
receiving the consent and assent forms, parents and students had two weeks to respond 
with questions, or to inform us of a decision to not authorize participation.  As indicated 
in the forms, I considered any non-response as consent/assent for participation.  Only 
those students from whom I could presume their consent and assent, were able to 
participate. 
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I provided information about the study in the consent and assent forms.  To ensure 
voluntary participation, prior to survey administration, students received consent and 
assent forms, which included information about voluntary participation.  I gave 2 weeks 
to respond with questions or to decline participation, as well as the option to drop out of 
the study at any time.   
Administration 
I scheduled dates and times to administer the survey at both schools that 
authorized the survey study.  The high SES school took part in the survey on October 16, 
2017; the median SES school participated on November 13, 2017.  I administered a paper 
survey in both schools.  I anticipated a high response rate among those who 
consented/assented to participate, because I administered the survey in person, and in 
school, where I expected students to be in attendance.  Fowler (2014) noted that a 
response rate of close to 100% occurs with students in a classroom asked to take a 
survey. 
 After 2 weeks from the date on which I disseminated consent and assent 
information, I visited the schools to administer the survey to groups of students.  After 
distributing the questionnaires and pencils, I read a prepared script so that all students 
would hear the same instructions.  To minimize peer pressure, I distributed questionnaires 
to students in the room who did not participate in the survey, as well; those students 
returned the blank questionnaires.  I distributed an article from In Tune Monthly, The 
Young Musicians Textbook (Menasché, 2013) to all students, so that non-participants 
could read while others completed the questionnaire.  Alternatively, I gave teachers the 
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option to assign a different reading, if needed, for the purposes of their class.  Those who 
finished the questionnaire early also read the article until the remaining students 
completed the survey. The questionnaire took approximately 20–30 minutes to complete.  
Upon returning the completed questionnaires, the students’ participation in the study 
concluded. 
Data Analysis 
I entered all data into SPSS software within 2 weeks of data collection.  Data 
entry for the high SES school took 15 hours, in the course of 5 days, to complete.  For the 
median SES school, data entry took 18 hours, over 6 days.  In total, I completed the data 
entry in 33 hours, over the span of 11 days. 
Data must be checked for accuracy, prior to analysis (Fowler, 2014).  For 
example, the number of completed questionnaires should not be greater than the number 
of students in attendance.  Checking for these consistencies was the first step in the data 
cleaning process.  During data entry, and soon after I entered the data into SPSS, 
additional checks took place to ensure that the data entered was consistent with the 
questionnaire responses. I referenced the original data source to make corrections to any 
inconsistencies.  Data cleaning checks occurred on October 27, 2017 and November 9, 
2017 for the high SES school, and on December 11, 2017 in the median SES school. 
Each questionnaire received an individual code that distinguished the school and 
participant.  For example, 2075 might refer to school 2, participant number 75, whereas 
1150 would refer to school 1, participant number 150.  The inclusion of questions about 
background, such as gender, grade, and enrollment obviated the need to indicate those 
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details in the coding process. 
SPSS software facilitated analysis of the data.  I compared each musical activity 
with regard to measurements of values (e.g., attainment value, intrinsic value, utility 
value, cost) and expectancy constructs (e.g., competence beliefs, task difficulty, overall 
expectancy).  Following the analytical examples of Wigfield et al. (1997) and McPherson 
and O’Neill (2010), much of the analysis of data involved MANOVA for the comparison 
of means.  By checking for interactions through MANOVA and Kruskal Wallis tests, I 
also examined the relationship between background factors (e.g., grade level and gender), 
and the students’ values.  Upon identification of interactions, I conducted a Tukey-
Kramer post hoc analysis (due to an unequal number of cases).  Finally, to determine the 
extent to which measurements of various expectancy-value constructs were predictive of 
high school students’ choice to participate, I conducted regression analyses. 
Conclusion 
I applied expectancy-value theory to understand high school students’ motivation 
to participate in music, by comparing their values for various musical activities, inside 
and outside of school. By adopting a survey approach, findings from this study can be 
added to, and compared with, an existing body of research.  In addition, educators can 
use the data in the following chapter to acquire clearer understandings of student 
motivations to participate in music, and to reimagine and redesign a music education that 
honors the values of students.  
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
Having used New Jersey Department of Education DFG data for the sample 
frame, this study is generalizable to New Jersey high schools in low, middle, or high SES 
districts.  This study is not, however, generalizable for elementary or middle schools.  In 
addition, it may not be generalizable for high schools in other parts of the world in which 
different factors may influence expectancies and values 
Cronbach’s Alpha 
Prior to analysis, it was important to determine if all of the items had reliable 
scales.  The results of this test indicated a Cronbach’s Alpha of .986.  This alpha exceeds 
an acceptability level of .7, and meets an excellent level of .9, with regard to internal 
consistency (Kline, 2000).  The scales, therefore, can be assumed to be reliable. 
On the construct level, the Cronbach’s Alpha results were also generally high.  
For intrinsic value, attainment value, utility value, competence beliefs, and confidence, 
the levels ranged from .782 to .934 (see Table 4.1).  The levels for difficulty, however, 
were moderate for every context, ranging from .594 to .685.  
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Table 4.1 
Cronbach's Alpha             
Activity Intrinsic Attainment Utility Competence Difficulty Confidence 
Band .916 .862 .899 .901 .645 .910 
Orchestra .888 .827 .872 .870 .648 .913 
Chorus .900 .819 .880 .878 .641 .923 
A Cappella .911 .782 .874 .856 .656 .934 
Other Informal Groups .867 .797 .887 .859 .634 .919 
Musical Theater .917 .813 .906 .899 .685 .918 
Non-Performance .892 .800 .896 .849 .622 .900 
Music Technology .864 .814 .889 .848 .655 .910 
Individual Lessons .884 .852 .901 .879 .594 .912 
Enrollment 
For this study, I needed enrollment data in order to determine if expectancy-value 
constructs were predictive of choices.  Furthermore, an analysis of enrollment data by 
various background factors can reveal influences on values and choices. In the following 
subsections, I will detail overall enrollment, as well as enrollment by SES, gender, and 
grade level. 
Overall Enrollment 
Overall, more students were enrolled in band (n = 48; 13.2%) than in any other 
school musical subject (Table 4.2).  Individual lessons (n = 41; 11.2%), musical theater (n 
= 40; 11%), and chorus (n = 40; 11%) followed.  The subject with the lowest enrollment 
was a cappella (n = 21; 5.8%). 
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Table 4.2 
Enrollment       
Activity 
Number 
Enrolled 
Number of 
Respondents 
Percentage 
Enrolled 
Band 48 365 13.2 
Individual Lessons 41 366 11.2 
Chorus 40 364 11.0 
Musical Theater 40 364 11.0 
Non-Performance Music Subjects 29 366 7.9 
Other Informal Groups 27 365 7.4 
Orchestra 26 365 7.1 
Music Technology 25 365 6.8 
A Cappella 21 361 5.8 
Enrollment by School SES  
I conducted chi-square tests to determine if there were statistically significant 
differences between observed frequencies and expected frequencies.  As shown in Table 
4.3, the difference in enrollment between the median and high SES school was significant 
for individual lessons, X2 (1, N = 27) = 6.865, p = .009, orchestra, X2 (1, N = 26) = 5.002, 
p = .025, and other informal student-directed groups, X2 (1, N = 27) = 5.140, p = .023.  
All other contexts were above the .05 alpha level.  For those contexts above the alpha 
level, any differences in enrollment between the schools were not statistically significant. 
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Table 4.3 
Results of Chi-Square Test for Enrollment by SES 
 Median SES High SES  
Activity Enrolled % Enrolled % X2 
Band 29 14.1 19 11.9 .406 
Chorus 28 13.7 12 7.5 2.960 
Musical Theater 27 13.2 13 8.2 1.901 
Non-Performance Music Subjects 20 9.7 9 5.6 2.059 
Music Technology 17 8.3 8 5.0 1.527 
Individual Lessons 15 7.4 12 16.0 6.865** 
A Cappella 13 6.4 8 5.1 .122 
Other Informal Groups 10 4.9 17 10.6 5.140* 
Orchestra 9 4.4 17 10.5 5.002* 
Note. df = 1 
* p < .05 
** p < 01 
In both median and high SES schools, the subject with the highest enrollment was 
band: 14.1% in the median SES school, and 11.9% in the high SES school (Tables 4.3).  
In the median SES school, chorus (13.7%) and musical theater (13.2%) followed.  By 
contrast, in the high SES school, other informal student directed musical groups (10.6%), 
and orchestra (10.5%) followed.  Orchestra, however, was the subject with the lowest 
enrollment (4.4%) in the median SES school.  In the high SES school, music technology 
had the lowest enrollment (5.0%).   
Enrollment by Grade Level 
Results of chi-square tests indicated statistically significant differences in 
enrollment between grade levels for band, X2 (3, N = 48) = 8.934, p = .030, orchestra, X2 
(3, N = 26) = 20.891, p < .001, and individual lessons, X2 (3, N = 41) = 7.851, p = .049.  
Differences between grade levels for other contexts were not significant.  The results for 
all contexts are indicated in Table 4.4.  
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Table 4.4 
Results of Chi-Square Test for Enrollment by Grade Level 
  9th Grade 10th Grade 11th Grade 12th Grade  
Activity Enrolled % Enrolled % Enrolled % Enrolled % X2 
Band 17 17.3 14 13.9 14 16.7 3 3.7 8.934* 
Chorus 9 9.3 10 9.9 11 13.3 10 12.0 0.588 
Musical Theater 10 10.4 10 9.9 9 13.1 9 10.8 0.205 
Non-Performance 4 4.1 7 6.9 10 12.0 8 9.5 4.349 
Music Technology 6 6.2 6 5.9 6 7.1 7 8.4 .536 
Individual Lessons 7 7.2 19 18.4 7 8.3 8 9.8 7.851* 
A Cappella 6 6.2 6 6.0 4 4.9 5 6.1 .721 
Other Informal Groups 4 4.1 11 10.8 7 8.3 5 6.2 3.548 
Orchestra 6 6.1 17 16.5 2 2.4 1 1.2 20.891** 
Note. df = 3 
* p < .05 
** p < .01 
Table 4.4 indicates that band had the highest levels of enrollment for students in 
9th (17.3%) and 11th grade (16.7%).  The sharp difference in band enrollment between 
11th (16.7%) and 12th grade (3.7%) was significant.  In addition, there was a dramatic and 
significant spike in enrollment for individual lessons in 10th grade:  18.4%, compared 
with 7.2%, in 9th grade.  Finally, there was a significant difference in orchestra 
enrollment between 10th grade (16.5%) and 11th grade (2.4%). 
Enrollment by Gender 
 Enrollment differences between genders were significant in four of nine contexts 
(Table 4.5).  These contexts include musical theater, X2 (2, N = 40) = 17.519, p < .001, 
non-performance musical subjects, X2 (2, N = 29) = 10.104, p = .006, music technology, 
X2 (2, N = 25) = 11.881, p = .003, and individual lessons, X2 (2, N = 39) = 9.505, p = .009.  
In each of the contexts in which there were statistically significant differences, non-
binary students had the highest enrollment percentages.  Music technology was the 
subject in which more male students enrolled (10.6%); by contrast, female students 
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enrolled in music technology least (2.8%).  Female students enrolled in chorus (14.5%) 
more than any other subject.  Three out of four non-binary students (75%) enrolled in 
musical theater.  Musical theater and individual lessons were the only musical contexts in 
which over 10% of each gender was enrolled.  
Table 4.5 
Results of Chi-Square Test for Enrollment by Gender     
  Male Female Non-Binary   
Activity Enrolled % Enrolled % Enrolled % X2 
Band 27 15 20 11 1 33.3 2.303 
Chorus 14 7.7 26 14.5 0 0 5.424 
Musical Theater 18 10.1 19 10.6 3 75 17.519** 
Non-Performance Music Subjects 15 8.3 12 6.7 2 50 10.104** 
Music Technology 19 10.6 5 2.8 1 33.3 11.881** 
Individual Lessons 18 10.1 19 11.5 2 66.7 9.505** 
A Cappella 9 5 11 6.2 1 33.3 4.947 
Other Informal Groups 13 7.3 14 7.7 0 0 0.366 
Orchestra 10 5.6 16 8.8 0 0 1.63 
Note. df = 2        * p < .05        ** p < .01          
With the exception of music technology, the significant results reported in Table 
4.5 come from large disparities with non-binary students.  When the number of students 
within a group is small, however, it is difficult to draw clear conclusions relative to larger 
groups.  Compared with male and female students, there were few non-binary students 
enrolled in the study (n = 4). When data from non-binary students are excluded, the 
contexts in which there are significant differences between gender are chorus, X2 (1, N = 
39) = 5.023, p = .025, and music technology X2 (1, N = 24) = 8.832, p = .003.  
Significantly more female students were enrolled in chorus, compared with males, and 
significantly more male students were enrolled in music technology, compared with 
females.   
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Values 
The following sections include mean ratings for various items in the 
questionnaire.  Some researchers have debated about the merits of certain Likert-scale 
data analyses.  Jamieson (2004) noted that the intervals on a Likert scale may not be 
equidistant.  After acknowledging this point, Norman (2010) argued that despite the 
violations of assumptions, there are decades of robust analyses that are not erroneous.  
The calculation of means is commonplace in expectancy-value research (Eccles et al., 
1983), as well as in expectancy-value research in music education (McPherson & 
O’Neill, 2010). 
The aggregate data from both schools indicated that the most valued musical 
contexts inside and outside of school were either musical theater or individual lessons.  
Individual lessons ranked highest for six out of the nine value construct questions.  
Students usually ranked orchestra and informal student-directed groups in the lower third 
of musical contexts for all values.  The other contexts, however, were not in consistent 
positions with regard to rank.  Students ranked band, chorus, and music technology in 
both of the top two-thirds, depending on the context, and non-performance courses in the 
bottom two-thirds.  The ranking for a cappella could be found across all thirds.  I explore 
these findings in greater detail in the following sub-sections. 
Intrinsic Value 
The enjoyment, in-school interest, and out-of-school interest sub-sections that 
follow indicate the results for intrinsic value items.  Questions regarding enjoyment and 
interest, in school and out of school, yielded insights about the intrinsic values students 
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have for various musical activities.  Intrinsic value is the construct where musical theater 
had the highest value ratings.  In addition, chorus had a higher position in the rank order 
for enjoyment and in-school interest than it did in the other value constructs.  
Enjoyment. The mean rating for the enjoyment of musical theater !" = 3.19) was 
the highest of contexts among all constructs (Table 4.6).  Following musical theater were 
two traditional performance contexts:  chorus and band.  For this construct, students 
demonstrated their ability to differentiate between performance contexts.  In contrast with 
chorus and band, orchestra had the lowest average score among the various musical 
contexts. 
Table 4.6 
Enjoyment 
 Activity N Mean Std. Deviation 
Musical Theater 357 3.19 2.253 
Chorus 359 3.04 2.142 
Band 358 2.91 2.079 
A Cappella 349 2.78 2.156 
Music Technology 355 2.68 2.013 
Other Informal 356 2.65 2.020 
Individual Lessons 357 2.61 2.006 
Non-Performance 356 2.47 1.866 
Orchestra 360 2.22 1.773 
 
Interest in school. The top three in-school contexts in which the students had 
interest all featured vocal music:  musical theater, chorus, and a cappella (Table 4.7).  
Although band had the fourth highest mean, students did not conflate and cluster 
performance contexts together at the top of the list.  Orchestra and other informal student-
directed ensembles had the lowest means. 
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Table 4.7 
Interest in School 
 Activity N Mean Std. Deviation 
Musical Theater 355 3.04 2.23 
Chorus 356 2.78 2.11 
A Cappella 355 2.77 2.19 
Band 360 2.71 2.09 
Music Technology 358 2.63 2.04 
Individual Lessons 360 2.61 2.09 
Non-Performance 358 2.38 1.86 
Other Informal 357 2.38 1.87 
Orchestra 360 2.20 1.80 
Interest outside of school. Interest levels for all musical activities appeared to be 
lower for contexts outside of school, compared with those inside (Table 4.8).  The 
disparity was least dramatic for individual lessons:  !" = 2.56, compared with 2.61 inside 
school.  Although it ranked sixth among in-school contexts, individual lessons ranked 
first among contexts outside of school.  In addition, music technology only appeared in 
the top third of contexts for outside of school interest and utility value. 
Table 4.8 
Interest Out of School 
 Activity N Mean Std. Deviation 
Individual Lessons 364 2.56 2.13 
Musical Theater 364 2.52 2.14 
Music Technology 364 2.46 2.03 
A Cappella 361 2.27 1.95 
Band 364 2.26 2.02 
Chorus 363 2.24 1.93 
Other Informal 365 2.21 1.92 
Non-Performance 364 2.13 1.86 
Orchestra 362 1.82 1.64 
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Attainment Value 
The survey featured questions about importance for both participation and 
competence, in order to determine attainment value.  Much of the rank order between 
competence and participation importance was very similar, with the exception of 
orchestra.  In general, the means for participation importance were higher than those for 
competence.  This result might suggest that, for students, it was more important to be 
involved than to be adept.  
Importance of participation. Students again rated individual lessons and musical 
theater at the top of the list (!" = 2.68 and 2.62, respectively), although the mean rating 
for band followed by less than a hundredth of a point (Table 4.9).  Notably, unlike with 
most other constructs, orchestra was not at the bottom of the list for importance of 
participation.  Instead, a cappella, which ranked in the top two-thirds for intrinsic value, 
appeared here in the bottom third.  Other informal student-directed groups had the lowest 
mean rating. 
Table 4.9 
Importance of Participation 
 Activity N Mean Std. Deviation 
Individual Lessons 366 2.68 2.11 
Musical Theater 367 2.62 2.07 
Band 367 2.62 2.09 
Chorus 366 2.57 2.06 
Music Technology 367 2.51 1.96 
Non-Performance 362 2.44 1.93 
Orchestra 369 2.29 1.84 
A Cappella 367 2.23 1.83 
Other Informal 367 2.16 1.72 
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Importance of competence. The most apparent difference between importance 
ratings, for participation and for competence, was rank order: orchestra was positioned at 
the bottom of the list for the latter (Table 4.10).  This rank level was consistent with its 
position for most of the other constructs.  Because a cappella was positioned higher on 
the list (compared with its position under participation importance), the difference 
between the two was only about a hundredth of a point. 
Table 4.10 
Importance of Competence 
 Activity N Mean Std. Deviation 
Individual Lessons 364 2.59 2.11 
Musical Theater 364 2.51 2.09 
Band 367 2.48 2.04 
Chorus 364 2.45 2.05 
Music Technology 365 2.44 1.89 
Non-Performance 365 2.35 1.91 
A Cappella 366 2.22 1.92 
Other Informal 365 2.18 1.77 
Orchestra 367 2.17 1.83 
Utility Value 
Among contexts in all constructs, the utility value rating for individual lessons 
was the third highest mean overall (!" = 3.06), and the highest on this list, followed by 
musical theater (Table 4.11).  With the exception of outside-of school interest, music 
technology appeared in the top third for all three questions associated with utility value.  
When compared with other constructs, this position was its highest in the rank order, with 
the exception of outside-of-school interest, in which it was also third.   
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Table 4.11 
Usefulness 
 Activity N Mean Std. Deviation 
Individual Lessons 360 3.06 2.24 
Musical Theater 363 2.94 2.10 
Music Technology 364 2.92 2.06 
Band 368 2.86 2.11 
Chorus 367 2.80 2.07 
Non-Performance 366 2.77 2.04 
Orchestra 367 2.54 1.96 
Other Informal 366 2.45 1.86 
A Cappella 363 2.36 1.78 
Usefulness after graduation. When students projected usefulness in the long-
term, the ranking for musical theater appeared at the top of the list, and orchestra 
appeared at the bottom (Table 4.12).  Otherwise, the rank order was very similar to that 
of general utility value.  The means, however, were consistently lower for long-term 
usefulness.  The disparity between general utility value and long-term utility value was 
least apparent for a cappella:  !" = 2.36 and 2.34, respectively. 
Table 4.12 
Usefulness After Graduation 
 Activity N Mean Std. Deviation 
Musical Theater 364 2.80 2.07 
Individual Lessons 366 2.78 2.16 
Music Technology 365 2.76 2.05 
Band 369 2.62 2.08 
Chorus 367 2.57 1.92 
Non-Performance 365 2.52 1.93 
Other Informal 365 2.38 1.81 
A Cappella 363 2.34 1.83 
Orchestra 367 2.33 1.86 
Usefulness outside of school.  The utility values for outside of school contexts 
were lower than those for utility values, in general, and utility values after graduation 
  
66 
(Table 4.13).  The rank order, however, was very similar when compared with those for 
general utility value.  The chorus rating fell just below non-performance subjects, and 
orchestra appeared at the bottom of the list. 
Table 4.13 
Usefulness Outside of School 
 Activity N Mean Std. Deviation 
Individual Lessons 360 2.44 2.08 
Musical Theater 361 2.39 1.98 
Music Technology 360 2.33 1.93 
Band 364 2.26 1.96 
Non-Performance 360 2.23 1.91 
Chorus 360 2.23 1.89 
Other Informal 359 2.04 1.73 
A Cappella 356 2.01 1.75 
Orchestra 361 1.94 1.64 
Cost (Worth of Effort) 
In the questionnaire, I asked students to rate how worthwhile is effort for various 
musical activities.  This rating helped to characterize the cost associated with 
participation for various musical contexts.  Higher ratings for worth of effort signaled that 
students perceived the context as less costly.  The question did not specify a distinction 
between inside and outside of school contexts.  Although individual lessons could be 
financially costly when taken outside of school, it was rated by participants to have high 
worth with regard to effort (Table 4.14).  The individual lessons context was positioned at 
the top of the list, and it had the second highest rating among contexts for all constructs 
overall.   
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Table 4.14 
Cost (Worth of Effort) 
 Activity N Mean Std. Deviation 
Individual Lessons 366 3.11 2.31 
Band 368 2.90 2.22 
Musical Theater 364 2.87 2.16 
Music Technology 365 2.77 2.11 
Chorus 365 2.72 2.10 
Non-Performance 364 2.65 2.10 
Orchestra 365 2.53 2.00 
A Cappella 357 2.52 2.04 
Other Informal 366 2.48 1.93 
Expectancy 
The majority of responses associated with expectancy and its sub-constructs 
indicated that individual lessons have the highest rating among musical contexts.  With 
regard to general expectancy, students widely differentiated between traditional, 
performance-based (COB) courses:  band appeared in the top third, chorus in the middle 
third, and orchestra at the bottom (Table 4.15).  The results also indicated that students 
differentiated between their values and their expectancies.  Musical theater, for example, 
was usually positioned as one of the top two contexts for values; its position (with regard 
to expectancy for success) is at the bottom half of the list. 
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Table 4.15 
Expectancy 
 Activity N Mean Std. Deviation 
Individual Lessons 363 2.91 2.19 
Band 366 2.87 2.15 
Music Technology 365 2.79 2.02 
Chorus 363 2.77 2.11 
Non-Performance 361 2.75 2.02 
Musical Theater 363 2.71 2.11 
Other Informal 365 2.45 1.94 
A Cappella 363 2.38 1.98 
Orchestra 364 2.33 1.89 
Competence Beliefs 
In this sub-construct, students rated their competence in individual lessons 
highest, among musical contexts (Table 4.16).  Band and chorus rounded out the top 
three, but orchestra appeared at the bottom of the list.  Such differentiation of orchestra 
from the other performance ensembles was consistent with that found in the responses 
associated with values. 
Table 4.16 
Competence Beliefs 
 Activity N Mean Std. Deviation 
Individual Lessons 365 2.50 2.06 
Band 365 2.45 2.09 
Chorus 362 2.39 2.00 
Musical Theater 363 2.39 1.96 
Music Technology 366 2.24 1.80 
Non-Performance 365 2.23 1.86 
Other Informal 366 1.99 1.73 
A Cappella 361 1.93 1.71 
Orchestra 365 1.85 1.66 
Self-rating. In the questionnaire, I asked students to rate their competence in 
comparison to other students.  The means for self-ratings were consistently higher than 
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those for competence beliefs (Table 4.17).  This result suggests that although students did 
not have high competence beliefs about themselves, they did not consider their 
classmates to have greater competence.   
Table 4.17 
Self-Rating 
 Activity N Mean Std. Deviation 
Individual Lessons 361 3.06 2.03 
Band 363 2.94 2.09 
Chorus 358 2.92 2.04 
Non-Performance 360 2.84 1.98 
Musical Theater 359 2.79 2.01 
Music Technology 359 2.78 1.92 
Other Informal 358 2.61 1.86 
A Cappella 356 2.58 1.90 
Orchestra 356 2.42 1.86 
Confidence in school. In relation to the other contexts, the rating for chorus was 
uniquely elevated for the in-school confidence sub-construct (Table 4.18).  Chorus was at 
the top of this list, whereas the individual lessons context had the highest means for 
expectancy, competence beliefs, self-rating, and confidence outside of school.  Although 
there were some differences in the exact rank order of contexts between expectancy, 
competence, and confidence items, they all tended to stay in the same third (top, middle, 
or bottom) of the list. 
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Table 4.18 
Confidence in School 
 Activity N Mean Std. Deviation 
Chorus 363 2.78 2.17 
Individual Lessons 363 2.77 2.15 
Band 365 2.76 2.18 
Music Technology 363 2.66 1.98 
Non-Performance 363 2.66 1.99 
Musical Theater 362 2.63 2.06 
Other Informal 362 2.46 1.94 
A Cappella 359 2.38 1.99 
Orchestra 362 2.25 1.89 
Confidence out of school. Although much of the rank order was the same, there 
was some evidence that students differentiated confidence ratings between in-school and 
out-of-school contexts.  Although elevated for the in-school context, chorus appeared 
third on the out-of-school list (Table 4.19).  This position was more consistent with that 
for competence and self-rating.  
Table 4.19 
Confidence Out of School 
 Activity N Mean Std. Deviation 
Individual Lessons 363 2.75 2.17 
Band 367 2.62 2.18 
Chorus 364 2.57 2.09 
Music Technology 363 2.56 1.99 
Non-Performance 364 2.53 1.98 
Musical Theater 363 2.50 2.04 
Other Informal 364 2.31 1.93 
A Cappella 357 2.27 1.96 
Orchestra 364 2.15 1.88 
Task Difficulty 
There was some indication of an inverse relationship between task difficulty and 
competence sub-constructs.  Although students rated their competence for orchestra 
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lowest in relation to other contexts, they rated the task difficulty for orchestra highest 
(Table 4.20).  Likewise, although students rated their competence for individual lessons 
highest in relation to other contexts, they rated the task difficulty for individual lessons 
lowest.  
Table 4.20 
Task Difficulty 
 Activity N Mean Std. Deviation 
Orchestra 362 4.58 2.21 
A Cappella 361 4.47 2.23 
Musical Theater 364 4.31 2.10 
Band 364 4.27 2.21 
Music Technology 362 4.19 2.03 
Chorus 361 4.18 2.26 
Other Informal 362 4.12 2.14 
Non-Performance 361 4.00 2.06 
Individual Lessons 359 3.99 2.15 
Difficulty for success.  There was some differentiation between overall task 
difficulty and difficulty for success.  The largest disparity was in the ratings for 
individual lessons (Table 4.21).  Although lessons had the lowest task difficulty (!" = 
3.99), there was a greater difficulty for success (!" = 4.34).  To a smaller degree, although 
band was not among the top three most difficult musical contexts (fourth at !" = 4.27), it 
was the second most difficult context in which to be successful (!" = 4.53).   
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Table 4.21 
Difficulty for Success 
 Activity N Mean Std. Deviation 
Orchestra 362 4.59 2.38 
Band 365 4.53 2.35 
Musical Theater 364 4.51 2.28 
A Cappella 362 4.44 2.36 
Chorus 364 4.38 2.35 
Individual Lessons 360 4.34 2.29 
Music Technology 363 4.26 2.18 
Non-Performance 363 4.15 2.19 
Other Informal 363 4.15 2.21 
Factor Analysis 
The relationships between several of the items in the questionnaire made it 
possible to reduce data using cumulative means.  To determine how factors could be 
extracted, I performed a principal component factor analysis.  Due to the possibility of 
relationships between factors, I used an oblique rotation.  Component matrices indicated 
that the scale items in the questionnaire loaded primarily onto two factors (Table 4.22).  
All of the values and expectancy items, with the exception of those related to the sub-
construct of task difficulty, loaded onto one factor.  Task difficulty loaded separately into 
a distinct factor. 
In order to avoid a conflation of theoretical constructs, I analyzed items for values 
and those for expectancy as two separate factors.  A sensible partitioning of these items 
was possible because of correlations, not only between these constructs, but also within 
them.  A third factor was comprised of task difficulty items.  I computed the cumulative 
means of values, expectancy, and task difficulty for each case into new variables in the 
dataset and used the three-factor solution for the MANOVA, Kruskal-Wallis, and 
regression analyses that follow.  
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Table 4.22 
                  
Factor Matrix 
  Band Orchestra Chorus A Cappella 
Other Informal 
Groups Musicals 
Non-
Performance 
Music 
Technology 
Individual 
Lessons 
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 
Enjoyment .829 .008 .817 -.002 .821 .072 .843 .232 .775 .208 .786 .122 .773 .145 .724 .107 .795 .169 
Interest in School .856 -.003 .854 .070 .873 .040 .865 .186 .844 .166 .863 .106 .834 .105 .815 .080 .844 .133 
Interest Out of School .875 -.024 .778 -.147 .808 -.044 .867 .026 .820 .098 .875 .015 .807 .016 .793 -.037 .834 -.027 
Importance of Participation .900 .084 .867 .045 .870 .084 .844 .016 .854 .033 .870 .113 .832 -.008 .832 .028 .872 .047 
Importance of Competence .827 -.015 .830 -.058 .822 -.055 .771 -.104 .786 -.030 .800 .061 .768 .025 .800 .079 .843 .021 
Usefulness .892 .178 .858 .121 .873 .199 .838 .078 .833 .165 .850 .240 .843 .139 .807 .191 .876 .116 
Usefulness After Graduation .854 .096 .828 .117 .838 .132 .842 .074 .829 .130 .840 .220 .836 .209 .829 .219 .836 .132 
Usefulness Outside of 
School .877 .026 .849 -.006 .841 -.008 .814 -.058 .872 -.013 .871 .092 .843 .051 .822 .107 .837 .032 
Worth of Effort .876 .117 .822 .116 .837 .077 .840 .059 .825 .154 .855 .163 .854 .215 .831 .205 .830 .221 
Competence .616 -.508 .600 -.507 .663 -.475 .631 -.435 .742 -.355 .804 -.341 .699 -.418 .725 -.310 .796 -.207 
Expectancy .596 -.529 .546 -.514 .660 -.453 .670 -.425 .743 -.344 .780 -.376 .693 -.383 .718 -.320 .805 -.202 
Confidence in School .590 -.565 .497 -.594 .595 -.546 .557 -.575 .673 -.485 .769 -.405 .671 -.457 .683 -.412 .796 -.221 
Confidence Outside of 
School .634 -.463 .480 -.589 .583 -.495 .580 -.522 .677 -.438 .761 -.328 .660 -.490 .717 -.417 .759 -.284 
Task Difficulty -.006 .736 .072 .719 .008 .735 .011 .713 -.027 .712 -.095 .773 .010 .711 -.050 .738 -.249 .736 
Difficulty of Success .371 .686 .294 .647 .342 .692 .338 .702 .263 .681 .264 .740 .266 .654 .187 .723 .172 .804 
Self-Rating .535 -.537 .455 -.554 .462 -.550 .488 -.530 .595 -.425 .697 -.364 .583 -.420 .678 -.330 .687 -.209 
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Interactions (MANOVA) 
Each dependent variable can be analyzed using multiple ANOVA tests.  The use 
of MANOVA, however, can protect against Type 1 error.  Moreover, multiple ANOVA 
tests do not take into consideration the relationships between multiple dependent 
variables.  In expectancy-value theory, there are correlations within and between 
constructs.  Relationships, therefore, may exist between dependent variables in this study.  
By analyzing combinations of dependent variables, the MANOVA test can detect 
intercorrelations between variables.  Heavily correlated and redundant items, however, 
can result in multicollinearity.  To avoid multicollinearity, this MANOVA test used only 
the cumulative means of items within each of the three factors. 
Multivariate Normality 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilks tests indicated statistical significance (p 
< .001) for all contexts in the three factors.  Therefore, all of the dependent variables 
were not normally distributed.  Normality, therefore, could not be assumed.  
Calculating a Mahalanobis distance through a regression test also helped to 
determine whether or not there was multivariate normality.  In this study, the maximum 
value was 154.184, which is above the critical level of 16.27 (Pituch & Stevens, 2016).  
This result reaffirmed the determination that normality could not be assumed.  
 Test for Multicollinearity.   
I used a bivariate correlation test to detect whether or not there was 
multicollinearity.  The Pearson Correlation values must be below .9 to avoid 
multicollinearity.  All of the values were .7 or lower.  Therefore, no multicollinearity 
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existed using the three-factor solution.  In addition, there was a correlation above .2 for 
values and expectancy; task difficulty, however, was not highly correlated with values 
and expectancy.  
Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices.  
The alpha level used for Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices was .001.  
The p value was below .001.  Covariance matrices, therefore, were not equal across 
groups. 
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances.   
With the exception of band expectancy, non-performance expectancy, and values 
for other informal student directed groups, all of the contexts in the expectancy and 
values factors were statistically significant.  None of the contexts in the task difficulty 
factor were statistically significant.  
Skew and Limitations 
The cumulative means for every context in the value and expectancy factor were 
positively skewed.  To visualize, distributions for each context in the value and 
expectancy factor were such that there was a peak toward the lower end of the scale, and 
a longer tail on the higher end.  Due to a negative relationship between task difficulty and 
the other factors, the skew for every context in the task difficulty factor was negative, 
although it was not always significant.  If the absolute value of skewness was greater than 
the standard error multiplied by two, the skewness was significant.   
Attempts to transform the data using both logarithmic and square root 
computations did not correct the skewness.  I conducted an inverse/reciprocal 
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transformation, which reduced the skewness but did not correct normality.  Kolmogorov-
Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilks tests confirmed that normality could not be assumed, even 
when I conducted all three transformations.  I did not remove outliers, because they were 
not incorrect values; rather, they represented legitimate perceptions of individuals that 
may not have aligned with the majority.  In other words, data from a student who highly 
valued a musical context that was not highly valued by most other students could not 
simply be disregarded and omitted.  Removal of outliers would affect not only 
assumptions, but also overall results.  
Therefore, I analyzed untransformed and complete data.  It should be noted, 
however, that limitations of this study include issues of normality and homogeneity of 
variance.  For this reason, I used Pillai’s Trace tests, due to its “robustness in the presence 
of violations of assumptions” (Pituch & Stevens, 2016, pp. 241-242). 
Pillai’s Trace 
Pillai’s Trace was a more appropriate test for data that violated assumptions for 
MANOVA (Olson, 1976; Pituch & Stevens, 2016; Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989).  In this 
study, there were issues of normality and homogeneity of variance in the data.  Pillai’s 
Trace test results indicated statistical significance for SES (p < .001) and gender (p < 
.001), as well as for the interactions of SES with grade (p = .037), and SES with gender 
(p = .003).  The null hypothesis that dependent variables were equal across these 
independent variables was rejected (Table 4.23). 
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Table 4.23 
The effect size, or the percentage of the variance in the expectancy-value 
measurements that was explained by the independent variables (or the interactions 
between independent variables), was indicated by partial eta squared. With regard to the 
variance, 25.8% was explained by SES, 17.5% by gender, 10.1% by SES with grade, and 
14.7% by SES with gender.  
Between-Subjects Effects.   
Significant results would indicate that the expectancy-value measurements 
differed based on the independent variables or the interactions between them.  In this 
case, values for orchestra (p = .002), a cappella (p = .032), and individual lessons (p = 
.012) were significantly different between schools; the effect sizes, however, were small:  
2.7% for orchestra, 1.3% for a cappella, and 1.8% for individual lessons.  In addition, 
expectancy for musical theater (.005) was significantly different between schools, with a 
2.3% effect size.  All of the contexts in the task difficulty factor were significantly 
different between schools (Table 4.24).   
Multivariate Tests:  Pillai's Trace 
Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
SES .258 4.067b 27.000 315.000 .000 .258 
Grade .285 1.230 81.000 951.000 .089 .095 
Gender .350 2.479 54.000 632.000 .000 .175 
SES * Grade .302 1.316 81.000 951.000 .037 .101 
SES * Gender .147 2.014b 27.000 315.000 .003 .147 
Grade * Gender .374 0.956 135.000 1595.000 .625 .075 
SES * Grade * Gender .247 1.052 81.000 951.000 .361 .082 
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Table 4.24 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Schools 
Source 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Orchestra Values 20.975 9.515 .002 .027 
A Cappella Values 11.065 4.617 .032 .013 
Lessons Values 19.962 6.373 .012 .018 
Musicals Expectancy 26.309 8.072 .005 .023 
Band Difficulty 60.425 16.847 .000 .047 
Orchestra Difficulty 98.695 28.915 .000 .078 
Chorus Difficulty 41.471 11.052 .001 .031 
A Cappella Difficulty 94.192 26.263 .000 .072 
Other Difficulty 59.554 17.936 .000 .050 
Musicals Difficulty 74.894 22.495 .000 .062 
Non-Performance Difficulty 23.260 7.250 .007 .021 
Technology Difficulty 23.408 7.644 .006 .022 
Lessons Difficulty 29.045 8.580 .004 .025 
Note. df = 1     
For all contexts in which there were statistically significant differences, values 
were higher in the high SES school (Table 4.25).  Musical theater expectancy, however, 
was significantly higher in the median SES school.  With regard to task difficulty, 
students in the high SES school rated all contexts significantly more difficult than did 
those in the median SES school.   
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Table 4.25 
SES Differences         
  School Mean 
Std. 
Deviation N 
Orchestra Values Median 2.02 1.45 202 
  High 2.54 1.53 159 
A Cappella Values Median 2.24 1.68 202 
  High 2.62 1.47 159 
Individual Lessons Values Median 2.46 1.79 202 
  High 3.03 1.79 159 
Musical Theater Expectancy Median 2.82 2.00 202 
  High 2.35 1.59 159 
Band Difficulty  Median 3.96 1.96 202 
  High 4.94 1.83 159 
Orchestra Difficulty Median 4.09 1.98 202 
  High 5.24 1.80 159 
Chorus Difficulty Median 3.97 1.98 202 
  High 4.67 1.93 159 
A Cappella Difficulty Median 3.96 2.02 202 
  High 5.06 1.78 159 
Other Informal Difficulty Median 3.76 1.88 202 
  High 4.61 1.76 159 
Musical Theater Difficulty Median 4.00 1.94 202 
  High 4.91 1.77 159 
Non-Performance Difficulty Median 3.81 1.90 202 
  High 4.43 1.66 159 
Technology Difficulty Median 3.94 1.95 202 
  High 4.60 1.57 159 
Lessons Difficulty Median 3.86 1.90 202 
  High 4.55 1.79 159 
As indicated in Table 4.26, the only statistically significant differences by grade 
were non-performance values (p = .028, ηp2 = .026) and orchestra difficulty (p = .047, ηp2 
= .023).  The largest disparity in mean scores occurred between 9th and 10th grade for 
non-performance values (Table 4.27).  For orchestra difficulty, the largest disparity was 
between 9th and 12th grade.  In both instances, 9th graders had the lowest mean scores.  
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Students in 9th grade reported lower non-performance values and orchestra difficulty 
ratings, compared with students in older grade levels.  In the case of non-performance 
values, the findings do not support any previous research, in which values decreased over 
time. 
Table 4.26 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Grade 
Source 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial Eta 
Squared 
Non- Performance Values 7.919 3.078 .028 .026 
Orchestra Difficulty 9.159 2.683 .047 .023 
Note. df = 3     
Table 4.27 
Grade Differences         
  Grade Mean 
Std. 
Deviation N 
Non-Performance Values 9 2.14 1.38 93 
  10 2.76 1.92 103 
  11 2.32 1.35 83 
  12 2.52 1.63 82 
Orchestra Difficulty 9 4.08 2.01 93 
  10 4.46 1.98 103 
  11 4.61 2.01 83 
  12 5.34 1.74 82 
There were several statistically significant differences based on gender (Table 
4.28).  Values for band (p = .048), chorus (p = .011), a cappella (p = .007), musical 
theater (p = .001), and lessons (p = .017) were significantly different, depending on 
gender, with effect sizes of 1.8%, 2.6%, 2.8%, 4%, and 2.4%, respectively.  There were 
also statistically significant differences in expectancy for band (p = .021; ηp2 = .022) and 
chorus (p = .009; ηp2 = .027).  Among the contexts in the task difficulty factor, only music 
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technology had statistically significant differences by gender (p = .038), with only a 1.9% 
effect size.  Compared with male students, female and non-binary students had higher 
chorus expectancies, as well as higher values for chorus, a cappella, musical theater and 
individual lessons (Table 4.29).  Male students had higher band values and expectancies, 
however, than did female students.  Music technology was also considered least difficult 
by male students, compared with female and non-binary students.   
Table 4.28 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Gender 
Source 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial Eta 
Squared 
Band Values 9.325 3.066 .048 .018 
Chorus Values 12.665 4.563 .011 .026 
A Cappella Values 11.958 4.990 .007 .028 
Musicals Values 21.620 7.075 .001 .040 
Lessons Values 12.951 4.135 .017 .024 
Band Expectancy 13.972 3.887 .021 .022 
Chorus Expectancy 15.689 4.729 .009 .027 
Technology Difficulty 10.101 3.299 .038 .019 
Note. df = 2     
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Table 4.29 
Gender Differences         
  Gender Mean 
Std. 
Deviation N 
Band Values Male 2.69 1.85 175 
  Female 2.49 1.62 182 
  Non-Binary 4.56 2.41 4 
Chorus Values Male 2.32 1.62 175 
  Female 2.88 1.74 182 
  Non-Binary 3.39 1.95 4 
A Cappella Values Male 2.12 1.48 175 
  Female 2.67 1.66 182 
  Non-Binary 3.00 2.07 4 
Musical Theater Values Male 2.43 1.68 175 
  Female 3.04 1.83 182 
  Non-Binary 4.64 2.30 4 
Lessons Values Male 2.53 1.75 175 
  Female 2.85 1.83 182 
  Non-Binary 4.83 2.01 4 
Band Expectancy Male 2.93 2.00 175 
  Female 2.47 1.77 182 
  Non-Binary 3.55 2.37 4 
Chorus Expectancy Male 2.38 1.79 175 
  Female 2.99 1.89 182 
  Non-Binary 2.75 1.12 4 
Technology Difficulty Male 3.95 2.00 175 
  Female 4.49 1.61 182 
  Non-Binary 4.88 0.75 4 
There were only two statistically significant differences when SES and grade 
interacted:  orchestra (p = .035, ηp2 = .025) and music technology (p = .008, ηp2 = .034) 
difficulty (Tables 4.30 and 4.31).  In both cases, students in the median SES district 
indicated lower difficulty ratings than those in the high SES district.  Students in the 9th 
grade also had the lowest difficulty ratings among all grade levels in both schools for 
orchestra difficulty, as well as the in the median school for technology difficulty.  The 
fact that technology difficulty in the high SES district did not follow the same pattern 
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may have economic implications:  perhaps a higher SES affords schools and families 
with opportunities to provide a greater level of exposure and support for technology. 
Table 4.30 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: SES x Grade 
Source 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial Eta 
Squared 
Orchestra Difficulty 9.866 2.890 .035 .025 
Technology Difficulty 12.402 4.050 .008 .034 
Note. df = 3     
Table 4.31 
SES x Grade Differences           
  SES Grade Mean 
Std. 
Deviation N 
Orchestra Difficulty Median 9 3.79 2.02 66 
  Median 10 3.93 1.91 43 
  Median  11 3.86 1.96 53 
  Median 12 5.09 1.76 40 
  High 9 4.80 1.83 27 
  High 10 4.83 1.95 60 
  High 11 5.95 1.26 30 
  High 12 5.58 1.71 42 
Technology Difficulty Median 9 3.42 1.94 66 
  Median 10 3.87 1.85 43 
  Median 11 3.81 1.87 53 
  Median 12 5.03 1.80 40 
  High 9 4.65 1.45 27 
  High 10 4.44 1.54 60 
  High 11 4.98 1.46 30 
  High 12 4.52 1.78 42 
As indicated in Tables 4.32 and 4.33, when SES and gender interacted, there were 
statistically significant differences in musical theater expectancy (p = .038, ηp2 = .013), as 
well as in the task difficulty means for orchestra (p = .014, ηp2 = .017), chorus (p = .037, 
ηp2 = .013), a cappella (p = .017, ηp2 = .017), musical theater (p < .001, ηp2 = .037), and 
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other informal student directed groups (p = .030; ηp2 = .014).  In all of the significantly 
different task difficulty ratings, female students rated the contexts more difficult than 
male students in the median SES district, and male students rated the contexts more 
difficult than female students in the high SES district.  For musical theater expectancy, 
female students had higher ratings than male students in the high SES district, but lower 
ratings than male students in the median SES district.  The task difficulty and expectancy 
ratings for musical theater are inverse:  in both schools, the gender group that gave a 
higher task difficulty rating for musical theater also gave a lower expectancy rating, and 
vice-versa.  This inverse relationship between expectancy and task difficulty is supportive 
of the theory. 
Table 4.32 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: SES x Gender 
Source df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Partial Eta 
Squared 
Musicals Expectancy 1 14.213 4.361 .038 .013 
Orchestra Difficulty 1 20.314 5.952 .015 .017 
Chorus Difficulty 1 16.526 4.404 .037 .013 
A Cappella Difficulty 1 20.689 5.769 .017 .017 
Other Difficulty 1 15.829 4.767 .030 .014 
Musicals Difficulty 1 43.662 13.114 .000 .037 
Note. df = 1      
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Table 4.33 
SES x Gender           
  SES Gender Mean 
Std. 
Deviation N 
Musicals Expectancy Median Male 2.80 2.08 104 
    Female 2.78 1.89 95 
    Non-Binary 4.73 2.66 3 
  High Male 2.04 1.52 71 
    Female 2.60 1.62 87 
    Non-Binary 2.00  1 
Orchestra Difficulty Median Male 3.84 2.09 104 
    Female 4.37 1.85 95 
    Non-Binary 4.17 1.26 3 
  High Male 5.39 1.81 71 
    Female 5.16 1.76 87 
    Non-Binary 1.50  1 
Chorus Difficulty Median Male 3.86 2.08 104 
    Female 4.09 1.89 95 
    Non-Binary 4.33 0.58 3 
  High Male 5.04 1.90 71 
    Female 4.40 1.89 87 
    Non-Binary 1.00  1 
A Cappella Difficulty Median Male 3.78 2.12 104 
    Female 4.14 1.92 95 
    Non-Binary 4.50 0.87 3 
  High Male 5.32 1.79 71 
    Female 4.90 1.74 87 
    Non-Binary 1.50  1 
Other Informal Difficulty Median Male 3.58 2.01 104 
    Female 3.94 1.76 95 
    Non-Binary 4.33 0.58 3 
  High Male 4.80 1.82 71 
    Female 4.49 1.69 87 
    Non-Binary 2.00  1 
Musicals Difficulty Median Male 3.70 2.03 104 
    Female 4.31 1.82 95 
    Non-Binary 4.50 0.50 3 
  High Male 5.30 1.65 71 
    Female 4.64 1.77 87 
    Non-Binary 1.00  1 
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There were no statistically significant differences found in the interaction between 
SES, grade level, and gender.  With regard to grade level and gender interactions, only 
musical theater expectancy (p = .035) had statistically significant differences, with a 
3.4% effect size.  Whereas male students’ expectancy was lowest in the 9th grade and 
highest in the 12th grade, female students’ expectancy was highest in the 9th grade (Table 
4.34).  This finding suggests that expectancy may improve for male students over time 
but diminish for female students.  As this study is cross-sectional, however, it is 
important to recognize that these implications require further confirmations in a 
longitudinal study.   
Table 4.34 
Grade x Gender           
  Grade Gender Mean 
Std. 
Deviation N 
Musical Theater Expectancy 9 Male 1.86 1.30 50 
  9 Female 2.94 1.99 42 
  9 Non-Binary 7.00  1 
  10 Male 2.62 1.96 47 
  10 Female 2.50 1.62 55 
  10 Non-Binary 2.00  1 
  11 Male 2.62 2.02 32 
  11 Female 2.65 1.60 50 
  11 Non-Binary 1.80  1 
  12 Male 2.97 2.18 46 
  12 Female 2.76 1.95 35 
  12 Non-Binary 5.40  1 
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Post Hoc-Tests 
Post-hoc tests pinpointed between which of three or more levels there were 
statistically significant differences.  I used Tukey-Kramer tests, due to the unequal 
number of cases between each level of the independent variables.  Because I examined 
only two SES levels in this study, post-hoc tests could only be administered for grade 
level (four levels) and gender (three levels, including non-binary).  For SES, p values 
directly exhibited the statistical significance of the difference between the two levels.  
This analysis revealed statistically significant differences in the values for non-
performance (p = .035) and individual lessons (p = .018) between 9th and 10th grade 
(Table 4.36).  There were also significant differences in the expectancy ratings between 
9th and 12th grade for non-performance subjects (p = .005) and other informal student 
directed groups (p = .035).  Between grade levels for individual lessons expectancy, there 
were two statistically significant differences: between 9th and 10th grade (p = .023) and 9th 
and 12th grade (p = .006).  Task difficulty means between 9th and 12th grade were 
statistically significant for band (p = .024), orchestra (p < .001), chorus (p = .031), a 
cappella (p = .011), musical theater (p = .042), non-performance (p = .017), music 
technology (p = .001), individual lessons (p = .004), and other informal student-directed 
groups (p = .047).  For all contexts in which there were statistically significant 
differences, 9th grade students had significantly lower means (Table 4.37). 
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Table 4.35 
Tukey HSD (Grade) 
Dependent Variable 
Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. Error Sig. 
95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Non-Performance Values 9 10 -.6225* 0.23 .035 -1.2149 -0.0302 
Lessons Values 9 10 -.7450* 0.25 .018 -1.3986 -0.0915 
Non-Performance Expectancy 9 12 -.8662* 0.26 .005 -1.5312 -0.2012 
Other Informal Expectancy 9 12 -.6816* 0.25 .035 -1.3297 -0.0336 
Lessons Expectancy 9 10 -.7647* 0.27 .023 -1.4555 -0.0739 
9 12 -.9390* 0.28 .006 -1.6705 -0.2075 
Band Difficulty 9 12 -.8164* 0.29 .024 -1.5571 -0.0757 
Orchestra Difficulty 9 12 -1.2608* 0.28 .000 -1.9834 -0.5383 
Chorus Difficulty 9 12 -.8078* 0.29 .031 -1.5654 -0.0502 
A Cappella Difficulty 9 12 -.8924* 0.29 .011 -1.6331 -0.1517 
Other Difficulty 9 12 -.7187* 0.28 .047 -1.4313 -0.0060 
Musicals Difficulty 9 12 -.7326* 0.28 .042 -1.4462 -0.0189 
Non-Performance Difficulty 9 12 -.8026* 0.27 .017 -1.5031 -0.1021 
Technology Difficulty 9 12 -.9941* 0.27 .001 -1.6785 -0.3097 
Lessons Difficulty 9 12 -.9514* 0.28 .004 -1.6710 -0.2318 
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Table 4.36 
Grade Differences         
  Grade Mean 
Std. 
Deviation N 
Non-Performance Values 9 2.14 1.38 93 
  10 2.76 1.92 103 
Lessons Values 9 2.31 1.51 93 
  10 3.06 2.10 103 
Non-Performance Expectancy 9 2.17 1.49 93 
  12 3.03 1.80 82 
Other Informal Expectancy 9 2.01 1.34 93 
  12 2.69 1.78 82 
Lessons Expectancy 9 2.26 1.54 93 
  10 3.03 2.04 103 
  12 3.20 1.92 82 
Band Difficulty 9 4.09 1.97 93 
  12 4.90 1.80 82 
Orchestra Difficulty 9 4.08 2.01 93 
  12 5.34 1.74 82 
Chorus Difficulty 9 4.02 2.04 93 
  12 4.83 1.89 82 
A Cappella Difficulty 9 4.02 2.02 93 
  12 4.91 1.93 82 
Other Difficulty 9 3.81 1.90 93 
  12 4.53 1.88 82 
Musicals Difficulty 9 4.19 1.93 93 
  12 4.92 1.88 82 
Non-Performance Difficulty 9 3.80 1.85 93 
  12 4.60 1.85 82 
Technology Difficulty 9 3.77 1.89 93 
  12 4.77 1.80 82 
Lessons Difficulty 9 3.77 1.94 93 
  12 4.73 1.78 82 
With regard to gender, there were statistically significant differences in values 
between male and female students (Table 4.38) for chorus (p = .004), a cappella (p = 
.002), and musical theater (p = .003); female students rated their values for those subjects 
higher than did male students (Table 4.39).  Between males and non-binary students, 
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there were statistically significant differences in musical theater (p = .034) and individual 
lessons (p = .028) values (Table 4.38), with male students rating their values significantly 
lower than non-binary students (Table 4.39).  There were also significant differences 
between male and female students (Table 4.38) in chorus expectancy (p = .004) and 
music technology difficulty (p = .010).  Whereas females had higher mean values and 
expectancies for chorus, and higher values for a cappella and musical theater, males rated 
music technology easier than did females (Table 4.39) 
Table 4.37 
Tukey HSD (Gender) 
Dependent Variable 
Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. Error Sig. 
95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Chorus Values Male Female -.5680* 0.18 .004 -0.9832 -0.1528 
A Cappella Values Male Female -.5514* 0.16 .002 -0.9372 -0.1656 
Musicals Values Male Female -.6073* 0.19 .003 -1.0429 -0.1716 
Male Non-Binary -2.2094* 0.89 .034 -4.2903 -0.1285 
Lessons Values Male Non-Binary -2.3064* 0.89 .028 -4.4131 -0.1998 
Chorus Expectancy Male Female -.6149* 0.19 .004 -1.0688 -0.1610 
Technology Difficulty Male Female -.5405* 0.19 .010 -0.9767 -0.1044 
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Table 4.38 
Gender Differences         
  Gender Mean 
Std. 
Deviation    N 
Chorus Values Male 2.32 1.62 175 
  Female 2.88 1.74 182 
A Cappella Values Male 2.12 1.48 175 
  Female 2.67 1.66 182 
Musical Theater Values Male 2.43 1.68 175 
  Female 3.04 1.83 182 
  Non-Binary 4.64 2.30 4 
Lessons Values Male 2.53 1.75 175 
  Non-Binary 4.83 2.01 4 
Chorus Expectancy Male 2.38 1.79 175 
  Female 2.99 1.89 182 
Technology Difficulty Male 3.95 2.00 175 
  Female 4.49 1.61 182 
Kruskal-Wallis 
In addition to the use of Pillai’s Trace, alternative approaches can be adopted 
when there are violations of assumptions for MANOVA.  The non-parametric alternative 
is the Kruskal-Wallis test (Aldrich & Cunningham, 2016).  This test does not include 
normality and homogeneity of variance among its assumptions.  Rather, the assumptions 
for this test include ordinal or continuous dependent variables, two or more groups, and 
independence of observations.  The data for this test, therefore, is appropriate for a 
Kruskal-Wallis test.  In the following section I describe the ways in which the means 
between groups, such as gender, grade level, and school are significantly different. To 
determine between which groups there were statistically significant differences, I 
conducted Mann-Whitney tests.   
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Differences by Gender 
Kruskal-Wallis tests indicated significant differences between genders (Table 
4.40) in the expectancy for chorus (p < .001), as well as the values for musical theater (p 
< .001), individual lessons (p = .024), chorus (p < .001), and a cappella (p < .001).  The 
mean rankings were significantly higher among female students than they were for male 
students for all of the aforementioned contexts, except individual lessons values.  Male 
students had significantly lower (p = .019) individual lessons values than did non-binary 
students.  None of the differences between female and non-binary students were below 
the alpha level.  Additionally, the only context in which there were statistically 
significant task difficulty differences between genders was music technology.  Male 
students had significantly lower task difficulty scores for music technology than did 
female students.  Table 4.40 shows the mean rankings for all of the contexts in which 
there were significant differences. 
Table 4.39 
Kruskal-Wallis Test:  Differences by Gender 
  
Mean Rank, 
Male 
Mean Rank, 
Female 
Mean Rank, 
Non-Binary 
Mann-Whitney 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Chorus Values 160.45 209.77 
 
p <.001 
A Cappella Values 163.59 207.02 
 
p <.001 
Musical Theater Values 164.49 204.98 
 
p <.001 
Chorus Expectancy 160.83 203.75 
 
p <.001 
Music Technology Difficulty 166.96 195.68 
 
p =.009 
Individual Lessons Values 173.57 
 
302 p =.019 
Differences by Grade 
There were significant differences in expectancy ratings between grade levels for 
non-performance subjects (p = .005) and individual lessons (p = .012).  There were no 
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significant differences below the .05 alpha for values.  With regard to task difficulty, 
there were significant differences between grade levels for orchestra (p < .001), chorus (p 
= .037), a cappella (p = .041), musical theater (p = .042), non-performance (p = .040), 
music technology (p = .007), and individual lessons (p = .016). 
There were significant differences for non-performance subjects and lessons 
between 9th and 10th grades, and between 9th and 12th grades.  All of the significant 
differences for task difficulty were between 9th and 12th grades.  There were no 
statistically significant differences between 10th and 11th grade, but between 10th and 12th 
grades, all aforementioned task difficulty differences were significant, except a cappella 
(p = .142). 
As a cross-sectional study, a snapshot comparison between grade levels revealed 
differences.  These differences, however, do not represent increases or decreases over 
time.  In all cases of significant differences between grade levels, students in the 9th grade 
had the lowest mean values rankings.  For the two expectancy contexts (non-performance 
subjects and individual lessons) in which there were significant differences between both 
grades 9/10 and grades 9/12, the larger disparity was between 9th and 12th grades.  These 
differences are shown in the Table 4.41. 
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Table 4.40 
Kruskal-Wallis Test:  Differences by Grade 
  
Mean Rank, 
Grade 9 
Mean Rank, 
Grade 10 
Mean Rank, 
Grade 12 
Mann-Whitney 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Non-Performance Expectancy 154.96 195.84 
 
p =.006 
 
154.96 
 
206.27 p =.001 
Individual Lessons Expectancy 156.61 193.95 
 
p =.015 
  156.61 
 
205.43 p =.002 
Orchestra Difficulty 156.27 
 
221.06 p <.001 
Chorus Difficulty 170.99 
 
211.61 p =.010 
A Cappella Difficulty 161.53 
 
206.45 p =.004 
Musical Theater Difficulty 172.76 
 
211.90 p =.014 
Non-Performance Difficulty 167.30 
 
210.49 p =.008 
Music Technology Difficulty 158.49 
 
213.45 p =.001 
Individual Lessons Difficulty 161.84 211.58 
 
p =.002 
Differences by School 
Because I could examine only two SES levels, Kruskal-Wallis tests were 
unnecessary.  The comparison could be achieved through a Mann-Whitney analysis 
alone.  There were statistically significant differences in values for all contexts, except 
musical theater.  With regard to expectancy, there were statistically significant 
differences between schools for non-performance subjects (p = .026) and individual 
lessons (p = .016).  Task difficulty ratings for all contexts were significantly different 
between schools.  The high SES school reported higher values and expectancy ratings for 
every context in which there were statistically significant differences.  The results are 
indicated in table 4.42.   
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Table 4.41 
Mann-Whitney Test:  Differences by SES 
  
Mean Rank, 
Median SES 
Mean Rank, 
High SES 
Mann-Whitney 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Band Values 175.57 200.67 p =.025 
Orchestra Values 161.58 218.80 p <.001 
Chorus Values 172.01 205.29 p =.003 
A Cappella Values 164.35 215.21 p <.001 
Other Informal Groups Values 169.23 208.89 p <.001 
Non-Performance Values 171.31 206.19 p =.002 
Music Technology Values 174.92 201.52 p =.018 
Individual Lessons Values 167.34 211.34 p <.001 
Non-Performance Expectancy 172.17 196.72 p =.026 
Individual Lessons Expectancy 171.75 198.46 p =.016 
Band Difficulty 161.81 211.43 p <.001 
Orchestra Difficulty 156.49 215.30 p <.001 
Chorus Difficulty 166.75 202.58 p =.001 
A Cappella Difficulty 157.81 213.98 p <.001 
Other Informal Groups Difficulty 162.45 207.78 p <.001 
Musical Theater Difficulty 161.89 209.75 p <.001 
Non-Performance Difficulty 168.99 199.54 p =.006 
Music Technology Difficulty 167.74 201.11 p =.003 
Individual Lessons Difficulty 164.85 203.52 p <.001 
Regression Analyses 
Regression analyses helped to explain if there were relationships between 
independent variables and dependent variables.  Furthermore, the tests helped determine 
if the values of an independent variable were predictive of the dependent variable.  In this 
study, the relationship between certain expectancy-value constructs and enrollment were 
statistically significant.  While the p values indicated whether or not there was a 
statistically significant relationship between the independent variables (expectancy-value 
constructs) and the dependent variable (enrollment), the unstandardized coefficients 
indicated the amount of change in enrollment for every one unit of change in the 
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expectancy-value construct. The standardized coefficients (β) indicated the amount of 
change, in terms of standard deviations. 
Students indicated how many days per week they attended classes for each of the 
musical contexts (between 0 and 5 days per week).  Because administrators for both 
schools determined scheduling, the students did not have control over the frequency of 
their in-school participation.  Therefore, I computed a two-level enrollment variable for 
each student, instead:  0 indicated no enrollment, and 1 indicated enrollment.  These two 
levels were more reflective of student choice for this analysis than would be a six-level 
frequency variable. 
Overall Enrollment 
For all contexts, values were significantly related to enrollment:  the higher the 
values for a particular context, the more likely students were to participate in them.  
These results were consistent with, and supportive of, expectancy-value theory.  
According to the theory, values are positively related to the choice to participate (Feather, 
1988), such that when the former increases, the likelihood of the latter would also 
increase.  In addition, whenever there was a statistically significant relationship between 
task difficulty and enrollment, the relationship was negative.  Higher task difficulty, 
therefore, was not positively related to enrollment, which was also consistent with the 
theory. 
Band Enrollment 
I used a multiple regression analysis to determine if values, expectancies, and task 
difficulty factors were predictive of band enrollment.  These factors predicted band 
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enrollment at a statistically significant level (R2 = .507, F(3,355) = 121.486, p < .001). 
The factors that were significantly related to band enrollment were values (β = .359, p < 
.001), and expectancy (β = .415, p < .001).  The higher students rated their values and 
expectancies, the more likely they were to participate in it.  For every one unit of increase 
in values, there was an increase of .069 in enrollment.  In addition, for every one unit of 
increase in expectancy, there was an increase of .073 in enrollment.  Task difficulty was 
not significantly related to band enrollment. 
Orchestra Enrollment 
All three factors were significantly related to orchestra enrollment (R2 = .451, F(3, 
353) = 96.816, p < .001):  values (β = .400, p < .001), expectancy (β = .311, p < .001), 
and difficulty (β = -0.099, p = .017).  Increases in values and expectancy were related to 
increases in enrollment, whereas increases in task difficulty perceptions were related to 
decreases in enrollment.  For every one unit of increase in the values rating, there was an 
increase of .070 in enrollment.  With regard to expectancy, for every one unit of increase, 
there was an increase of .051 in enrollment.  Consistent with the theory, task difficulty in 
this study was negatively related to enrollment.  For example, for every one unit of 
increase in task difficulty, there was .013 decrease in enrollment. 
Chorus Enrollment 
Expectancy-value factors were predictive of chorus enrollment (R2 = .305, F(3, 
352) = 51.557, p < .001).  Values (β = .306, p < .001), and expectancy (β = .287, p < 
.001) were significantly related to chorus enrollment.  The more students valued chorus, 
the more likely they were to enroll in it.  For every one unit of increase in the values 
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rating, there was a .056 increase in enrollment.  Similarly, for every one unit of increase 
in the usefulness rating, there was a .048 increase in enrollment.   
A Cappella Enrollment 
Like chorus, expectancy-value factors were predictive of a cappella enrollment 
(R2 = .203, F(3, 348) = 29.606, p < .001).  Values (β =.277, p < .001), and expectancy (β 
= .209, p = .003) were significantly related to a cappella enrollment.  The relationship 
between values and enrollment was such that for every one unit of increase in the values 
rating, there was a .041 increase in enrollment.  For every one unit of change in 
expectancy, there was a .029 increase in enrollment. 
Enrollment in Other Informal Student-Directed Groups 
Expectancy and value factors were predictive of enrollment in other informal 
student-directed groups, at a statistically significant level (R2 = .169, F(3, 353) = 23.889, 
p < .001).  Expectancy was most significantly related (β = .275, p < .001) to enrollment in 
other informal student-directed groups.  A .043 increase in enrollment was indicated for 
every one unit of increase in the expectancy rating.  Values were also significantly related 
(β = .150, p = .041) to enrollment.  This relationship was positive, meaning that for every 
one unit of increase in values, there was a .025 increase in enrollment.   
Musical Theater Enrollment 
Expectancy-value factors were predictive of musical theater enrollment (R2 = 
.270, F(3, 351) = 43.177, p < .001).  Values (β = .208, p = .003), and expectancy (β = 
.335, p < .001) were significantly related to enrollment in musical theater.  Higher values 
for musical theater were related to higher enrollment.  For every one unit of increase in 
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the values rating, there was a .036 increase in enrollment.  Similarly, for every one unit of 
increase in the expectancy rating, there was a .056 increase in enrollment. 
Non-performance Musical Subjects Enrollment 
The regression analysis for non-performance musical subjects indicated 
predictability for enrollment (R2 = .095, F(3, 354) = 12.446, p < .001).  Only values were 
significantly related to enrollment in non-performance musical subjects (β = .301, p < 
.001).  There was a .050 increase in enrollment for every one unit of increase in values.  
There was no statistical significance in the relationship between enrollment and 
expectancy or task difficulty.   
Music Technology Enrollment 
For music technology, the regression analysis also indicated enrollment 
predictability (R2 = .108, F(3, 354) = 14.321, p < .001).  The only factor that was 
significantly related to music technology was values (β =.268, p < .001).  A .042 increase 
in enrollment was indicated for every one unit of increase in values.  The relationships 
between music technology enrollment and both expectancy and task difficulty were not 
statistically significant.   
Individual Lessons Enrollment 
The predictability of individual lesson enrollment was indicated by the regression 
analysis (R2 = .241, F(3, 354) = 37.455, p < .001).  Values were significantly related to 
individual lesson enrollment (β = .367, p < .001).  Students were more likely to enroll in 
individual lessons if their values for them were higher.  For every one unit of increase in 
values there was a .064 increase in individual lesson enrollment.  Expectancy and task 
  
100 
difficulty were not significantly related to enrollment in individual lessons. 
Conclusion 
Students did not provide the same value and expectancy ratings for every musical 
context.  Instead, the range of mean rankings reflects the students’ ability to differentiate 
between each context.  They consistently rated their values for musical theater and 
individual lessons higher than they did the other musical contexts.  They also indicated 
the highest expectancy ratings for individual lessons.  Expectancy ratings for musical 
theater, however, were not in the top third among contexts.  Students also differentiated 
between ensemble contexts; unlike with chorus and band, orchestra was generally 
positioned at the lower end of the rankings for values and expectancy, and on the high 
end of the rankings for task difficulty. 
 Background factors influenced many of these ratings.  Among the background 
factors was socioeconomic level.  Values were higher in the high SES school, for each 
musical context in which there were statistically significant differences.  With regard to 
grade level differences, students in the 9th grade generally had the lowest expectancy and 
values ratings, and they were significantly lower for non-performance values and 
orchestra difficulty.  Male and female students also valued various musical contexts 
differently.  Female students generally reported higher values and expectancies for vocal 
music contexts, and male students reported higher values and expectancies for band.  
Male students rated music technology significantly less difficult than did female students. 
 Regression analyses indicated that enrollment for every context was significantly 
related to values.  The more students valued a particular context, the more likely they 
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were to participate in it.  The relationship with expectancy was significant for all contexts 
except those that do not involve performance:  non-performance music subjects, music 
technology, and individual lessons.  Whenever there was a significant relationship 
between enrollment and task difficulty, it was negative.  The results indicate that values 
were indeed predictive of the choice to participate, which is consistent with expectancy-
value theory.  Music educators working with similar populations, therefore, can use these 
findings to better understand how such values might impact recruitment and retention. 
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CHAPTER 5 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
This study supports expectancy-value theory by demonstrating the predictive 
quality of values on choices and exhibiting the ability of students to differentiate between 
constructs and between contexts.  Moreover, this study adds to existing research by 
demonstrating how students’ values and expectancies for multifarious musical activities 
are differentiated. Furthermore, the results indicate that values are significantly predictive 
of the choice to participate in music.  In the sections to follow, I will explore mean 
ratings, emergent themes, background factors, broader implications, and suggestions for 
further research. 
Discussion 
Among the goals of this study was to determine musical contexts in which 
students might be motivated to participate.  Students reported high values for certain 
musical contexts that may not be among standard intra-curricular course offerings.  An 
analysis of the data also reveals differences, such as various forms of differentiation and 
disparities between groups. 
Mean Ratings for Various Musical Activities 
Students had the highest values and expectancies for individual lessons and 
musical theater.  The highest mean ratings for two-thirds of the value items in the 
questionnaire were for individual lessons.  For the remaining third, students gave the 
highest mean ratings to musical theater.  Students also had high expectancy ratings for 
individual lessons.  Compared with the value items, however, mean ratings for musical 
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theater were positioned lower in the list of contexts.   
Mean ratings for performance ensembles varied, depending on the context and 
construct. Enjoyment in chorus, for example, ranked second among musical contexts, 
after only musical theater; enjoyment in band ranked third.  Expectancy, competence 
beliefs, and confidence are also relatively high for chorus and band, compared with other 
musical contexts.  In addition, students felt most confident about chorus in school.  It is 
important to observe, however, that students differentiated their values for these 
ensemble-based contexts.  Although high in enjoyment, for example, these performance 
groups received lower ratings in other value measures. 
Chorus and band, however, were distinct from orchestra.  The mean value and 
expectancy ratings for orchestra were among the lowest of all contexts, and the task 
difficulty ratings were highest.  The negative relationship between task difficulty and 
expectancy is consistent with theory (Eccles et al., 1983; González-Moreno, 2010; 
McPherson et al., 2015).   
Three types of differentiation became apparent in the analyses:  the difference in 
ratings between various performance groups, the difference between values and 
expectancy ratings within a single context (e.g., musical theater), and the difference in 
ratings between a single sub-construct (e.g., task difficulty).  In other words, students 
differentiated between contexts, within contexts, and within constructs.  Differentiation, 
along with individuality and the influence of background factors, are emergent themes. 
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Differentiation 
Students differentiated their values for various performance ensembles.  Their 
rankings for band and chorus, for example, were consistently higher than those for 
orchestra.  They consistently ranked non-performance courses, such as general music, 
music theory and music history, lower than band and chorus, but not lower than 
orchestra.  These rankings suggest that students recognized the value of performance and 
could differentiate between performance contexts. 
In some instances, differentiation between constructs in a single context was also 
evident.  Students ranked musical theater as a highly valued subject; they considered it 
more difficult, however, and mean rankings for expectancy for success were in the 
middle third.  Students also differentiated within a single sub-construct.  The ratings for 
task difficulty, for example, were distinct from the ratings for difficulty for success.  
Although male students generally rated task difficulty for various musical contexts higher 
than did female students, they reported that it was easier to be successful in them than did 
females.   
This ability to differentiate is consistent with theory, particularly with regard to 
expectancy sub-constructs.  Harter (1982) tested a competence scale for students in 
grades 3 through 9, in several American states.  Students answered questions to 
determine if they could differentiate between their competence in several areas:  
cognitive, social, physical, and general.  The results of this study showed that children, 
eight years of age and older, differentiated in all four areas of competence. 
Marsh, Craven, and Debus (1991) found differentiation occurring at an even 
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earlier age.  The researchers administered a questionnaire to 501 Australian students, in 
Kindergarten through 2nd grade.  Students in these early grades demonstrated an ability to 
differentiate between facets of their self-concept.  Marsh, Craven, and Debus (1991) also 
found that as students got older, their self-concepts became more differentiated.  The 
ability for students in the present study to differentiate between task difficulty and the 
difficulty for success, therefore, may not have been evident in younger grade levels. 
There are few indications about differentiation in music education research.  
Weiss (2015), for example, found that students had different values for scale work within 
an instrumental ensemble context.  Until this study, however, there was little extant 
research, if any, with regard to the differentiation between various music courses.  With 
preliminary evidence pointing to musical differentiation, researchers can take a deeper, 
micro-level exploration into contextual differences.  Distinctions within a single context, 
such as those between band, world music ensembles, and marching band, for example, 
can be explored. 
Individuality  
The high ratings associated with musical theater and individual lessons might 
suggest that these students valued individuality.  Through individual lessons, for 
example, students receive focused, one-to-one instruction.  The level of individualized 
attention that a student receives in lessons, therefore, is greater than that in a large class.  
Likewise, musical theater is a context in which an individual can be showcased.  In many 
productions, each member of the cast is a distinct character that can be portrayed in 
myriad individual and idiosyncratic ways.  This context diverges from ensemble formats, 
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in which students perform parts that are often shared with others of the same instrument 
or voice type. 
The influence of individuality on expectancy-value constructs has been explored 
in previous research.  Fisher (2014) investigated how individual identities influenced 
continued enrollment in technical college.  The researcher administered a survey to 
Australian college students to determine how individuality, belonging, and place related 
to self-concepts and task values.  In that study, self-concepts were influenced by 
individuality. 
Other factors may also contribute to higher ratings for musical theater and 
individual lessons.  Another possibility is that musical theater and individual lessons 
often occur after school, at times that may not interfere with other curricular electives.  In 
a mixed-method study of secondary school music, Hawkinson (2015) found that students 
reported scheduling conflicts as a reason for non-enrollment in band, despite having three 
available elective credits.  Many students, however, enrolled in study hall in place of a 
music course.  Hawkinson (2015) cited Frakes’s (1984) assertion that those with more 
negative attitudes for school music might perceive schedules as an inhibitor for 
enrollment. 
Furthermore, musical theater not only includes multiple musical contexts, but also 
incorporates other arts.  The wide net that musical theater casts might attract students 
with a broad range of interests.  Stokes (2010) articulated the difficulty of defining 
musical theater and its “individual strands” (p. 3).  While musical (as evidenced in the 
blend of solo voice, chorus, and band), the inclusion of dance, drama, literature, and art 
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design makes it a multifarious activity, in and of itself.   
Such composite breadth makes it likelier that students can recognize some 
characteristic of musical theater with which their values align.  In addition, the internal 
impact of all of the component parts of the musical theater arts on a student should not be 
overlooked.  Fields (1970) wrote, “The integrated whole of a musical production, with its 
singing, playing, acting, dancing, settings, costuming and lighting appeals to the 
participant's inner feelings” and that “it more nearly fits into the total scheme of 
education than any other form of artistic endeavor” (p. 12). 
Location 
Factors related to the location of this study might also play a role in the 
enthusiasm for musical theater.  The northern New Jersey schools that participated in this 
study are within 40 miles of the theater district in Manhattan.  Due to this proximity, 
students in these areas can conveniently attend world-class Broadway productions.  In 
addition, New Jersey school districts also adhere to published, core content curriculum 
standards.  The guide for Visual and Performing Arts (State of NJ Department of 
Education, 2014c) identified strands of various arts, as well as the educational standards 
that teachers must meet at various grade levels.  These strands include dance, music, 
theater, and visual art.  There is an alignment between the contexts specified by the state 
and the musical theater composite art form. 
Socioeconomics 
Differences in the level of exposure to individual lessons might explain the 
disparity in values between the two SES levels.  Students in high SES districts may have 
  
108 
more experience with individual lessons because the greater income in the area affords 
households with the means to pursue private instruction.  Greater exposure to these 
contexts in high SES districts may yield higher values, when compared with low SES 
districts, in which private lessons may have too great a financial cost. 
Although both school districts in this study provided support to their music 
programs, previous researchers have indicated that socioeconomics may also play a role 
in the attitudes and support from parents.  For example, Costa-Giomi (2007) explored 
how SES affected the support of 25 school music programs in Texas.  In that study, 
teachers perceived parent support and involvement to be higher in the high SES schools 
than did teachers in medium and low SES schools. 
Corenblum and Marshall (1998) also studied the influence of SES on student 
attitudes for band.  They administered a questionnaire to 253 9th grade students in Canada 
and found that socioeconomic level was predictive of attitudes.  The researchers 
suggested that student perceptions were reflective of the larger social class.  Other 
background characteristics with which students might identify, such as gender, can also 
influence values and expectancies (Eccles, Wigfield, Harold, et al., 1993). 
Gender 
Male students had higher ratings for music technology than females, a finding that 
aligns with extant research about technology attitudes (Eccles, Barber, & Jozefowicz, 
1991; Sutton, 1991; Volman & van Eck, 2001).  Females had low competence beliefs for 
music technology and considered it to be significantly more difficult than did males.  
Previous researchers in self-efficacy have also observed differences between genders.  
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Hendricks, Smith, and Legutki (2016) found that female students at the start of a three-
day orchestra festival had significantly lower self-efficacy beliefs than did male students.  
By the mid-point of the festival, these beliefs increased enough that there were no longer 
significant differences between genders.  Similarly, Hendricks (2014) found that female 
orchestra students in both low and high level groups showed a significant increase in their 
beliefs about ability over the course of a three-day festival. Female students, therefore, 
may have lower competence belief starting points than might male students, until they 
have experiences in which they can develop a more accurate perception of their ability.  
For students in the present study, it is possible that females’ competence beliefs for music 
technology would increase, given opportunities and experiences to realize the extent of 
their abilities. 
In addition, female students consistently had higher ratings for contexts that 
feature vocal music (chorus, a cappella, musical theater), than did male students.  Male 
students had significantly lower competence beliefs for chorus.  Non-binary students had 
low self-ratings, but high values. 
Previous studies showed differences in the values and expectancies for music by 
gender, but not at the level of particular musical contexts.  Eccles, Wigfield, Harold, et al. 
(1993) found that females reported higher values and competence beliefs for music than 
did males.  Wigfield et al. (1997) also found that girls’ competence beliefs in music and 
reading were higher than those for boys.  More recently, females had higher competence 
beliefs in music than did males (McPherson & O’Neill, 2010), in all of eight countries 
examined, except Brazil (Hentschke, 2010). 
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In their eight-country comparison, McPherson and O’Neill (2010) also found that 
females in most of the countries, except Brazil, considered music to be an easier subject 
than did males (McPherson & O’Neill, 2010).  Whereas these larger trends are apparent 
at the factor level, distinctions can be observed through an item-level view.  In this study, 
there were distinctions between task difficulty and difficulty for success.  Although male 
students rated task difficulty for different musical contexts higher than did female 
students, they were more likely than females to report that it was easy to be successful in 
them.  Difficulty, therefore, was perceived to be less of an obstacle for success among 
males than it was for female students.   
This disparity may be reflective of macro-level gender differences.  Leaper and 
Brown (2014) reported studies that demonstrated biases against female students in 
STEM, sports, and general school achievement.  The writers also reported causes and 
effects.  Among those who perpetuate biases, for example, were teachers, peers, parents, 
and the media.  According to the authors, these biases impact beliefs and motives during 
a child’s development.  
Particularly with regard to technology, some of the distinctions between genders 
found in this study are reflective of broader disparities in education.  In a study of gender 
differences, Eccles, Barber, and Jozefowicz (1999) included valued job characteristics 
and self-perceptions of ability among the measures investigated.  In their longitudinal 
study, 3,000 6th grade students in various southeastern Michigan schools participated in a 
survey.  Of these students, 2,000 continued the study into early adulthood.  There were 
differences between male and females, with regard to computer ability beliefs and 
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math/computer work values.  Males had higher self-perceptions of ability (competence 
beliefs) than females, and higher values for math/computer work, the latter of which was 
statistically significant. 
Sutton (1991) and Volman and van Eck (2001) also reported differences in male 
and female attitudes about technology.  Male students generally have stronger 
competence beliefs than female students.  A gap between genders in the frequency of use 
might contribute to differences in attitudes.  Sex-stereotyping, software types, context, 
and educational practices may also play a role in the differences (Sutton, 1991; Volman 
& van Eck, 2001). 
Grade Level 
For every context in which there were statistically significant differences between 
grade levels, students in the 9th grade had the lowest mean ratings for values and 
expectancy factors.  9th graders also rated task difficulty highest.  Although the negative 
relationship between task difficulty and expectancy and values are consistent with theory 
and previous research, the higher ratings reported by students after 9th grade is not.  In 
contexts with statistically significant differences between grade levels, the largest 
difference in mean value ratings was between 9th and 10th grade.  For expectancy and task 
difficulty, the largest difference was between 9th and 12th grade.  The higher mean ratings 
reported by students in older grade levels compared with the mean ratings reported by 
students in 9th grade, contradicts evidence in previous research. 
Music was among the subjects in which Eccles, Wigfield, Harold, et al. (1993) 
found diminishing competence beliefs between 1st and 4th grade.  Likewise, Wigfield et 
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al. (1997) observed a larger decline for competence beliefs in music than for those in any 
other elementary school subject.  In a study of student motivation in Australia 
(McPherson et al., 2015), perceived task difficulty increased from grades 5 through 12.  
Furthermore, in seven of eight other countries examined (excluding Brazil), McPherson 
and O’Neill (2010) found both decreasing competence beliefs and increasing task 
difficulty over time.  Researchers also observed this decrease in competence beliefs and 
increase in task difficulty in Israel (Portowitz et al., 2010) and Hong Kong (Leung & 
McPherson, 2010; Leung and McPherson, 2011). 
Although Seog et al. (2011) also found diminishing competence beliefs for music 
from grades 5 through 12, the mean intrinsic value ratings in South Korea did not have a 
significant decrease.  In fact, the position in which interest for music was ranked went 
from fourth in earlier grades to second in older grade levels.  The differences in the 
results found in the majority of studies, from those in South Korea and the present study, 
demonstrate limitations for generalizability in music education expectancy-value 
research, and support the need for studies that compare results from multiple locations or 
countries (McPherson & O’Neill, 2010). 
Correlations 
This expectancy-value study can help music educators who want to understand 
what might influence students in their decisions to participate, because values were 
predictive of the choice to enroll in a music subject.  In most cases, there was also a 
positive relationship between expectancy and enrollment; task difficulty, however, was 
negatively related to enrollment.  It is important to heed caution about the meaning of 
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relationships between variables.  Although several relationships between variables have 
been observed, they do not necessarily connote the presence of cause and effect.  To 
illustrate, students in the music programs reported higher values than non-music students; 
in these cases, it is unclear if values influenced enrollment, or if enrollment affected 
values.  In other words, although researchers have shown that values contribute to the 
choice to participate (Eccles, Wigfield, Harold, et al., 1993), it might also be possible that 
participation and experience improved perceptions toward, and values for, musical 
activities.   
Previous researchers have found relationships between values and participation 
levels.  McPherson and O’Neill (2010) found that compared with non-instrumental/vocal 
students, those learning an instrument or studying voice considered music an easier 
subject.  School music learners had higher competence beliefs than did non-music 
learners (McPherson and O’Neill, 2010).  Music participants at the secondary level 
considered both school music and music outside of school to be more interesting 
(intrinsic value), useful (utility value), and important (attainment value) than did non-
participants (Hawkinson, 2015).  At the post-secondary level, choral music participants 
had higher measurements of intrinsic value and competence beliefs than did non-
participants (Amundson, 2012).  In that study, non-participants of choir at the post-
secondary level also had higher measurements of cost than did participants.  The 
relationship between intrinsic values and participation level is also apparent in other 
countries. In Israel, for example, music students maintained their interest in music, 
whereas non-music students lost interest as they progressed from levels 1 to 3 (Portowitz, 
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González-Moreno, & Hendricks, 2010).  Likewise, music students in Singapore had 
lower ratings of task difficulty and higher ratings of enjoyment, usefulness, importance, 
and competence beliefs than did non-music students (Koh, 2011).  McPherson, Osborne, 
Barrett, Davidson, and Faulkner (2015) also found that Australian music learners 
considered music to be more interesting, useful, important, and easy than did non-music 
learners.   
While values and expectancies can influence choices about enrollment, 
experiences can also influence values and expectancies.  Eccles et al. (1993), for 
example, found that changes in expectancies and task difficulty perceptions were 
dependent on the types of teachers to whom they transitioned between grade levels.  
Future studies can be conducted for students at an age before they have been enrolled in a 
music class.  In this way, students’ values will not have been colored by previous 
experiences, and the types of programs in which students previously participated will not 
affect the resulting data. 
Suggestions for Future Research 
Although the survey methods employed in this study provided breadth of data 
about a population, other approaches could yield greater depth.  Researchers using a 
qualitative approach might examine particular contextual considerations that influence a 
student’s values, expectancies, and perceptions.  A qualitative alternative to this study 
could be developed for various grade levels, including those associated with early 
childhood.  
Beyond replicating the study at younger age levels, the results of this study 
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suggest other needs for further investigation.  Although the sample size in this study met 
the requirements for factor-level analyses, a larger sample size could yield improved data.  
I originally designed this study to include six schools (two from each SES level) and 
approximately 960 students.  In this study, I could not include low SES school districts, 
because none in the NJSMA region authorized the research.  It is unclear, therefore, how 
the addition of a low SES school would affect mean ratings.  Although some inferences 
can be drawn based on data from one median and one high SES school, the inclusion of 
additional schools in future studies can both extend data and improve reliability.  
Another way that this research can be extended is to adopt an even deeper, micro-
level view of contexts.  In this study, students differentiated between ensemble music 
contexts.  Previous researchers have found that the ability to differentiate can become 
more refined with time (Marsh et al., 1991). In future studies, it is possible that students 
could further differentiate between sub-contexts.  Therefore, researchers can make further 
distinctions within musical activities.  The context of band, for example, can break down 
further into concert band, world music ensembles, and marching band.  Likewise, non-
performance musical subjects can break down further, revealing distinctions between 
students’ values and expectancies for various contexts, such as music history and music 
theory.  There are sub-categories for all of the contexts used in this study.  Although 
students in this study differentiated between various general music contexts, even greater 
differentiation may be observed.  Because the ability to differentiate becomes more 
refined with age, however, this sort of study should only be conducted with students at 
older grade levels.  Furthermore, higher grade levels are practical for such studies 
  
116 
because high schools are more likely to offer additional, distinct ensembles than 
elementary schools.  One challenge, however, might be finding multiple schools with 
aligned course and ensemble offerings.  The lists of multifarious contexts in the present 
study were general and common enough that each high school included them among their 
curricular or extra-curricular activities. 
Beyond including more micro-level contexts, the approach to school recruitment 
can be modified in future studies.  Instead of contacting administrators first, researchers 
can reach out to music teachers in each district.  Educators who might benefit from 
research data can serve as important point persons who could also advocate for the study.  
Such an approach may facilitate school recruitment. 
Implications for Music Education 
 Music educators can refer to this study to rethink music programs for today’s 
culture.  Students in this study reported high values and expectancies for individual 
lessons and musical theater.  Intra-curricular music offerings in many schools, however, 
do not usually include these activities (Abril & Gault, 2008).  Schools aiming to improve 
music enrollment, therefore, might adjust curricular offerings, to align with students’ 
values and expectancies for these contexts.  Additional opportunities to participate in 
highly valued contexts, such as musical theater and individual lessons, can improve 
recruitment in music programs.  Roadblocks that inhibit students from participation are 
apparent in schools that only provide musical theater training to those who have passed 
an audition for an annual production.  Students with high values for musical theater may 
be interested in additional opportunities through which they can participate.  In addition, 
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adjusting schedules to extend opportunities for one-on-one lessons, as opposed to group 
ensemble technique, might not only individualize instruction, but could also align with 
students’ values and expectancies.  The findings in this study suggest that, in addition to 
the high values associated with individual lessons, it is also the context in which students 
had the highest expectancies. 
Broader implications are also readily apparent.  In this study, for example, male 
and female students rated their values, expectancies, and perceptions of task difficulty 
differently.  Previous researchers have found similar differences between genders, such 
as those related to technology ability beliefs (Eccles et al., 1999).  Such disparities should 
prompt educators to examine and reflect about educational practices that may create 
inequities, such as gender biases.  Educators should ask themselves why female students 
higher expectancies in chorus might have than do male students, and why male students 
might consider technology to be easier than do female students.  Moreover, educators 
need to reflect about what they can do within the classroom to attenuate these disparities. 
Conclusion 
Prior to this study, few (if any) researchers in music education have heeded the 
recommendations of Eccles, Wigfield, Harold, et al. (1993) to investigate particular 
contexts within a domain.  Such research is critical, however, because a majority of 
students do not participate in elective music courses (Elpus & Abril, 2011), despite the 
fact that they value music outside of school (McPherson & Hendricks, 2010).  Because 
student values and expectancies have been predictive of enrollment choices (Eccles, 
Wigfield, Harold, et al., 1993), a tension exists between theory (expectancies and values) 
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and reality (enrollment).  This study attempts to reconcile these conflicting elements. 
 The present study supports previous research that demonstrated the predictive 
quality of expectancy-value constructs with the choice to participate in a particular 
activity.  For each musical activity included in this study, values were predictive of actual 
enrollment in the associated contexts.  Expectancy was predictive of enrollment for the 
majority of contexts.  In addition, any significant relationships between task difficulty 
and enrollment were always negative, meaning that higher task difficulty associated with 
a musical activity decreased the likelihood that a student might participate in it.  Such 
results, which further substantiate theory, are encouraging for continued research with 
expectancy-value applications in music education.  Future research can provide valuable 
data about different populations, or for micro-level contexts, that were not included in the 
present study, in order to further understand factors that affect enrollment, recruitment, 
and retention. 
Students indicated higher values and expectancies for contexts in which students 
receive greater individual attention, such as private lessons and musical theater.  These 
findings may reflect a culture shift, in which values have evolved from those that 
determined the ensemble music education practices of the 19th century.  Individual 
lessons allow students to receive focused instruction.  Teachers in these contexts can 
address specific issues with a student’s instrumental and vocal technique or advise about 
particular interpretive approaches that are appropriate to the individual student.  By 
contrast, any generic group technique taught in ensemble classes, such as choir, may not 
adequately address individuals’ particular technical concerns.  The ceiling for learning in 
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the group environment can be conceivably lower, if students cannot resolve individual or 
idiosyncratic deficiencies that require focused instruction. 
 Some contexts, by design, can also appeal to a broader range of values.  Musical 
theater fuses several art forms, including music, art, dance, drama, and literature.  
Students of various backgrounds, whose expectancies and values align with one or more 
of these forms, may find fulfilling opportunities within a musical theater program.  
Similarly, the sports venues and physical exertions associated with marching band 
participation may appeal to students with a different set of values from those enrolled in 
concert band.  A chamber ensemble’s collaborative and intimate design is distinct from 
that of a large ensemble and may align differently with students’ values.  The values of a 
cappella students who perform popular music with movement and dance may differ from 
those who perform polyphonic madrigals without movement.  Such contextual variations 
may align with students’ values in different ways. 
Certain background factors influenced values of participants in this study.  These 
interactions are apparent between genders, SES level, and grade level, in particular 
contexts.  Although little can be done by educators within a single school to minimize 
SES and grade level differences, gender biases can be examined.  It is worth questioning 
why male students have significantly lower expectancies for chorus than do female 
students, or why female students have significantly higher task difficulty ratings for 
music technology than do male students. 
Despite the fact that technology is omnipresent in the 21st century, music 
technology did not rank among the top contexts for values or expectancies.  Overall, 
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students ranked music technology in the middle third of contexts for values, expectancy, 
and task difficulty.  The interaction between task difficulty and gender may play a role.  
Female students found music technology to be significantly more difficult than did males, 
which is consistent with previous research on gender and technology.  It is important to 
note that this difference in task difficulty perception is not an indication of actual ability 
or achievement; rather, differences in ratings can be attributed to other aforementioned 
factors, such as gender bias in schools (Leaper & Brown, 2014), sex-stereotyping, 
software types, context of use, and educational practices (Sutton, 1991; Volman & van 
Eck, 2001).  The result of this study suggests that perhaps educators can do more work to 
attenuate discriminatory factors and support greater equity between genders. 
Some school music contexts built on music education’s ensemble foundations still 
align with particular student values.  This alignment was evident in the chorus/band 
enjoyment, expectancy, competence beliefs, and confidence ratings, which were 
relatively high compared with many other musical contexts.  These ensemble contexts, 
however, received lower ratings for other expectancy-value constructs.  Moreover, such 
conclusions cannot be universally applied to all ensemble programs.  Differences in 
ratings can be observed between various types of ensembles.  Students, for example, 
reported lower values and expectancies for orchestra participation than they did for 
chorus and band, while also reporting higher task difficulty for orchestra than they did for 
chorus and band.  
Understanding how these factors influence values and expectancies, and in turn, 
how values and expectancies influence enrollment, will help music educators and 
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administrators at the school level determine ways in which relevance, recruitment, and 
retention can be improved.  Based on the findings of this study, music educators may 
want to consider redesigning learning environments in order to better facilitate students’ 
needs for individualized attention.  Unequal learning experiences due to differences in 
background factors should also be scrutinized and resolved.  On a larger level, 
revitalizing curricula and approaches in music education may better support dynamic 
student expectancies and values in the 21st century. 
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APPENDIX A 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
Student Questionnaire: Adapted from McPherson & O’Neill (2010) and McPherson, 
Osborne, Barrett, Davidson, & Faulkner (2015) 
 
STUDENT VALUATIONS OF MULTIFARIOUS MUSICAL ACTIVITIES    
 
1
 
1.  Your School Grade: 9  10  11  12  
2.  Your age:       
3.  Your gender:  ___________________ 
 
4.  Rate how often each week you do the following electives in school 
 
 
N
ev
er
 
Each Week 
 
1 
da
y 
 
2 
da
ys
 
3 
da
ys
 
4 
da
ys
 
Ev
er
yd
ay
 
Band 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Orchestra 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Chorus 0 1 2 3 4 5 
A Cappella Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
Other Informal  
Student-Directed Music Groups 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
Musical Theater 0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
Non-performance  
Music Subjects  
(e.g. General Music, Music Theory, or Music 
History) 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
Music Technology 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Individual Music Lessons 0 1 2 3 4 5 
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Adapted from McPherson & O’Neill (2010) and McPherson, Osborne, Barrett, Davidson, 
& Faulkner (2015) 
STUDENT VALUATIONS OF MULTIFARIOUS MUSICAL ACTIVITIES    
 
2
What you enjoy learning  
 
 
5. At school, how enjoyable do you think the following activities are:  
    Not Enjoyable                          Enjoyable 
Band 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Orchestra 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Chorus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A Cappella Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Other Informal  
Student-Directed  
Music Groups 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Musical Theater 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Non-performance  
Music Subjects  
(e.g. General Music, Music 
Theory, or Music History)  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Music Technology 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Individual Music Lessons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
6. At school, how interesting do you find:   
          Not Interesting                              Very interesting 
Individual Music Lessons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Band 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Orchestra 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Chorus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A Cappella Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Other Informal  
Student-Directed  
Music Groups 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Musical Theater 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Non-performance  
Music Subjects  
(e.g. General Music, Music 
Theory, or Music History)  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Music Technology 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Adapted from McPherson & O’Neill (2010) and McPherson, Osborne, Barrett, Davidson, 
& Faulkner (2015)  
STUDENT VALUATIONS OF MULTIFARIOUS MUSICAL ACTIVITIES    
 
3
 
7. Outside school, how interested are you in:  
        Not interested                                Very interested 
Music Technology 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Individual Music Lessons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Band 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Orchestra 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Chorus (e.g., Church Choir) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A Cappella Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Other Informal  
Student-Directed  
Music Groups  
(e.g. garage band) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Musical Theater 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Non-performance  
Music Subjects  
(e.g. General Music, Music 
Theory, or Music History)  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
What you find important  
You might think that some subjects are more important than others, because they fit with what you 
believe is important to learn at school. For example, you might think that math is more important than 
English. Please answer the following questions about how important these subjects are for you. 
 
8. For you, how important is it to participate in:  
       Not  important              Very important 
Non-performance  
Music Subjects  
(e.g. General Music, Music 
Theory, or Music History) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Music Technology 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Individual Music Lessons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Band 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Orchestra 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Chorus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A Cappella Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Other Informal  
Student-Directed  
Music Groups 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Musical Theater 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Adapted from McPherson & O’Neill (2010) and McPherson, Osborne, Barrett, Davidson, 
& Faulkner (2015) 
STUDENT VALUATIONS OF MULTIFARIOUS MUSICAL ACTIVITIES    
 
4
 
 
9. For you, how important is it to be good at:  
         
 Not  important                                         Very important 
Musical Theater 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Non-performance  
Music Subjects  
(e.g. General Music, Music 
Theory, or Music History) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Music Technology 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Individual Music Lessons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Band 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Orchestra 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Chorus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A Cappella Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Other Informal  
Student-Directed  
Music Groups 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
What you find useful  
Some things that you learn in school help you do things better outside of class, that is, they are useful. 
For example, learning about plants might help you to grow a garden. Answer the following questions 
about how useful you think your school subjects are. 
 
10.  In general, how useful is each of these activities?  
 
Not useful            Very useful 
A Cappella Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Other Informal  
Student-Directed  
Music Groups 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Musical Theater 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Non-performance  
Music Subjects  
(e.g. General Music, Music 
Theory, or Music History) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Music Technology 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Individual Music Lessons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Band 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Orchestra 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Chorus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Adapted from McPherson & O’Neill (2010) and McPherson, Osborne, Barrett, Davidson, 
& Faulkner (2015) 
STUDENT VALUATIONS OF MULTIFARIOUS MUSICAL ACTIVITIES    
 
5
 
 
 
 
11. How useful do you think participation in these activities would be for when you leave school?  
Not useful                     Very useful 
Orchestra 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Chorus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A Cappella Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Other Informal  
Student-Directed Groups 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Musical Theater 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Non-performance  
Music Subjects  
(e.g. General Music, Music 
Theory, or Music History) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Music Technology 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Individual Lessons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Band 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
12.  How useful is participation in the following activities for your daily life outside school?   
Not useful                     Very useful 
Band 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Orchestra 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Chorus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A Cappella Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Other Informal  
Student-Directed  
Music Groups 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Musical Theater 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Non-performance  
Music Subjects  
(e.g. General Music, Music 
Theory, or Music History) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Music Technology 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Individual Music Lessons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Adapted from McPherson & O’Neill (2010) and McPherson, Osborne, Barrett, Davidson, 
& Faulkner (2015) 
STUDENT VALUATIONS OF MULTIFARIOUS MUSICAL ACTIVITIES    
 
6
 
 
13.  How worthwhile for you is the amount of effort it would take to participate in the following 
activities?   
Not worthwhile            Very worthwhile 
Individual Music Lessons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Band 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Orchestra 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Chorus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A Cappella Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Other Informal  
Student-Directed  
Music Groups 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Musical Theater 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Non-performance  
Music Subjects  
(e.g. General Music, Music 
Theory, or Music History) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Music Technology 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
 
 
What you are good at 
 
14. How good do you think you are at each of these activities? 
  Very bad                       Very good 
Music Technology 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Individual Music Lessons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Band 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Orchestra 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Chorus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A Cappella Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Other Informal  
Student-Directed  
Music Groups 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Musical Theater 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Non-performance  
Music Subjects  
(e.g. General Music, Music 
Theory, or Music History) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Adapted from McPherson & O’Neill (2010) and McPherson, Osborne, Barrett, Davidson, 
& Faulkner (2015) 
STUDENT VALUATIONS OF MULTIFARIOUS MUSICAL ACTIVITIES    
 
7
 
 
15. How well do you think you would do in these activities?  
  Very poorly                 Very well 
Non-performance  
Music Subjects  
(e.g. General Music, Music 
Theory, or Music History) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Music Technology 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Individual Music Lessons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Band 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Orchestra 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Chorus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A Cappella Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Other Informal  
Student-Directed  
Music Groups 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Musical Theater 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
16. In school, how confident are you that you could do well at:  
Not confident               Very Confident 
Orchestra 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Chorus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A Cappella Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Other Informal  
Student-Directed  
Music Groups 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Musical Theater 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Non-performance  
Music Subjects  
(e.g. General Music, Music 
Theory, or Music History) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Music Technology 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Individual Music Lessons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Band 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Adapted from McPherson & O’Neill (2010) and McPherson, Osborne, Barrett, Davidson, 
& Faulkner (2015)  
STUDENT VALUATIONS OF MULTIFARIOUS MUSICAL ACTIVITIES    
 
8
 
 
 
17.  Outside school, how confident are you that you could do well at:  
 Not confident              Very confident 
Band 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Orchestra 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Chorus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A Cappella Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Other Informal  
Student-Directed  
Music Groups 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Musical Theater 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Non-performance  
Music Subjects  
(e.g. General Music, Music 
Theory, or Music History)  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Music Technology 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Individual Music Lessons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What you find hard  
18. How hard do you think these activities would be for you?  
  Very easy                           Very hard 
Musical Theater 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Non-performance  
Music Subjects  
(e.g. General Music, Music 
Theory, or Music History) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Music Technology 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Individual Music Lessons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Band 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Orchestra 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Chorus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A Cappella Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Other Informal  
Student-Directed  
Music Groups 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Adapted from McPherson & O’Neill (2010) and McPherson, Osborne, Barrett, Davidson, 
& Faulkner (2015) 
STUDENT VALUATIONS OF MULTIFARIOUS MUSICAL ACTIVITIES    
 
9
 
 
 
 
19.   How hard would you have to try to do well in?  
      A little                         A lot 
A Cappella Groups 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Other Informal  
Student-Directed  
Music Groups 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Musical Theater 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Non-performance  
Music Subjects  
(e.g. General Music, Music 
Theory, or Music History) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Music Technology 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Individual Music Lessons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Band 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Orchestra 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Chorus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20. If you were to order all the students in your class from best to worst, where would you put 
yourself for each of the following activities? 
The worst               The best 
Individual Music Lessons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Band 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Orchestra 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Chorus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A Cappella Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Other Informal  
Student-Directed  
Music Groups 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Musical Theater 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Non-performance  
Music Subjects  
(e.g. General Music, Music 
Theory, or Music History)  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Music Technology 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Adapted from McPherson & O’Neill (2010) and McPherson, Osborne, Barrett, Davidson, 
& Faulkner (2015) 
STUDENT VALUATIONS OF MULTIFARIOUS MUSICAL ACTIVITIES    
 
10
 
 
 
What you do outside of school  
21.  Outside of school, do you get lessons or coaching in the following activities?  
  
Non-performance  
Music Subjects  
(e.g. General Music, 
Music Theory, or Music 
History) 
 Yes   No 
Music Technology  Yes   No 
Individual Music Lessons  Yes   No 
Band  Yes   No 
Orchestra  Yes   No 
Chorus  Yes   No 
A Cappella Group  Yes   No 
Other Informal  
Student-Directed  
Music Groups 
 Yes   No 
Musical Theater  Yes   No 
 
22. If you had an opportunity to learn outside of school, how much might you want to learn: 
 
A little           A lot 
Musical Theater 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Non-performance  
Music Subjects  
(e.g. General Music, Music 
Theory, or Music History) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Music Technology 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Individual Music Lessons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Band 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Orchestra 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Chorus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A Cappella Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Other Informal  
Student-Directed  
Music Groups 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Adapted from McPherson & O’Neill (2010) and McPherson, Osborne, Barrett, Davidson, 
& Faulkner (2015) 
STUDENT VALUATIONS OF MULTIFARIOUS MUSICAL ACTIVITIES    
 
11
 
23.  Rate how often each week you do the following activities outside school in your own time: 
 
  
N
ev
er
 
Each Week 
Ev
er
yd
ay
 
  
O
nc
e 
 
Tw
ic
e 
3 
tim
es
 
4 
tim
es
 
5 
tim
es
 
6 
tim
es
 
Watch TV/DVDs 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Play sports or outdoor games 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Read books 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Hang out with friends 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Play in a team sport 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Attend music lessons 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Use social networking like Facebook, Twitter 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Practice a musical instrument 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Listen to music 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Jam on an instrument by myself or with 
others 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Do your homework 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Play computer games like Wii, Xbox 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sing in a choir 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
24.  Do you or your family have any musical instrument(s) at home 
 
 Yes   No
¾  
If Yes, what instrument/s?   
(You can select more than one) 
 Piano/Organ/Keyboard  
 Guitar  
 String (Violin, Viola, Cello, etc)  
 Woodwind (Flute, Clarinet, Sax, etc)  
 Brass (Trumpet, Trombone, etc.)  
 Percussion  
 Others:______________________________  
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Adapted from McPherson & O’Neill (2010) and McPherson, Osborne, Barrett, Davidson, 
& Faulkner (2015) 
STUDENT VALUATIONS OF MULTIFARIOUS MUSICAL ACTIVITIES    
 
12
 
25.   Are you learning to sing or play a musical instrument? 
 Yes   No
¾ ¾ 
What is the main reason you are learning 
an instrument or voice? 
 
 
 
 I like the teacher or people I am 
learning with. 
  
 It’s something I want to learn.   
 I’m good at it.   
 
How long have you been learning? 
 
 What is the main reason you are not learning an 
instrument or voice? 
 0 – 1 years  I didn’t like the teacher or people I was learning with.
 2 years  It wasn’t something I wanted to learn. 
 3 years  I wasn’t good at it. 
 I couldn’t’ afford the lessons and/or instrument. 
 4 years 
  
 5 years 
 ¾ 
 6 or more years Would you like to learn an instrument or voice, if given 
the chance?
 Yes    
  No  
Where do you learn it? 
 At school 

 
 Outside school  
 Both at and outside school  
 
¾   ¾ 
Which instrument/s do you learn? Which instruments would you like to 
(You can select more than one) 
 
  learn if you had the chance? 
 Piano/Organ/Keyboard    Piano/Organ/Keyboard
 Guitar   Guitar
 String (Violin, Viola, Cello, etc)   String (Violin, Viola, Cello, etc)
 Woodwind (Flute, Clarinet, Sax, etc) Ä  Woodwind (Flute, Clarinet, Sax, etc)
 Brass (Trumpet, Trombone, etc.)   Brass (Trumpet, Trombone, etc.)
 Percussion   Percussion
 Voice/Singing   Voice/Singing
 Others:______________    Others:______________
 
 
Thank you for completing this survey  
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APPENDIX B  
PARENT EMAIL 
 
Dear Parent or Guardian, 
  
I am very excited to let you know about a survey that will be administered in your child’s 
school! The purpose of this study is to understand what might motivate high school 
students to participate in various musical activities.  I am conducting this dissertation 
study as part of my degree requirements at Boston University.   
  
In this survey, students will be asked to rate various musical activities.  I will visit the 
school to conduct the survey, and it will take approximately 30 minutes complete.  
Instead of writing names on questionnaires, we will keep the records of this study 
confidential by assigning unique code numbers to each questionnaire.  Furthermore, no 
individual student data will be reported. 
  
You do not need to respond to me (contact info below) if you will allow your child to 
participate in an anonymous survey about music.  Should you elect to not allow your 
child to participate in the survey, kindly reply within two weeks to let us know.  Any 
non-response will be considered as consent for your child’s participation. Students are 
free not to take part or to withdraw at any time for any reason.  No matter what you 
decide, there will be no penalty or loss of benefit to which your child is entitled.  
Participation or non-participation will not affect your grades.  Students can skip any 
questions they do not want to answer, and can tell the survey administrator at any time if 
they want to take a break or stop.  
  
Your child’s participation in this survey is up to you. Please read the attached form 
carefully.  The purpose of this form is to provide you with specific information about 
survey procedures, student involvement, and confidentiality of data.  If any of the 
statements or words in this form are unclear or if you have any questions about the 
research procedure, please let me know.  Contact info is listed below and on the 
form.  We would be happy to answer any questions.  Thank you so much for your 
consideration and support! 
  
Sincerely,     
Raymond Uy 
22 Struble Lane 
Dover, NJ  07801 
raymonduy@gmail.com 
570-460-7819 
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APPENDIX C 
CONSENT FORM 
Principal Investigator:  Raymond Uy 
Description of Subject Population:  Students at high schools in the NJSMA region with 
the following district factor group designations:  A, DE, FG, and J. 
Version Date:  9/24/17 
 
Research Participation Parent/Guardian Consent Form 
 
Please read this form carefully.  The purpose of this form is to provide you with 
important information about taking part in a research study.  If any of the statements or 
words in this form are unclear, please let us know. We would be happy to answer any 
questions. 
 
If you have any questions about the research or any portion of this form, please ask us.  
Your child’s participation in this research study is up to you.  You do not need to respond 
to if you will allow your child to participate in an anonymous survey about music.  
Should you elect to not allow your child to participate in the survey, kindly reply within 
two weeks to let us know.  Any non-response will be considered as consent for your 
child’s participation.  
 
The person in charge of this study is Mr. Raymond R. Uy, Jr., who is a student of Dr. 
Patricia González.  Raymond R. Uy, Jr. can be reached at rayuy@bu.edu, and Patricia 
González can be contacted at pagonzalez@uach.mx  .  Mr. Uy will be referred to as the 
“researcher” throughout this form.  
 
Why is this study being done? 
 
The purpose of this study is to learn more about students’ motivation to participate in 
musical activities in school. 
 
We are asking your child to take part in this study because he/she is a student at the high 
school level, and we are interested in better understanding high school students’ 
motivation to participate in music. 
 
How long will my child take part in this research study? 
 
It will take approximately 30 minutes to complete the questionnaire. 
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What will happen if my child takes part in this research study? 
Prior to any study procedures, we will wait two weeks for responses or questions. 
 
Study Visit  
 
The questionnaire will take about 30 minutes to complete.  At this visit, we will ask your 
child to do the following procedure: 
• To fill out a questionnaire in school about expectations and values for various 
musical contexts.  Four groups of at least twenty students in each grade have been 
randomly selected to participate.  The questionnaire includes 25 items, in which 
your child will rate various musical activities.  Students who are not participating 
in the survey will be given a choice of classroom reading materials.  Prior to 
completing the paper questionnaire, all students will hear the same instructions.  
Upon collection of completed questionnaires, their participation in the study will 
conclude. 
 
How Will You Keep My Child’s Study Records Confidential? 
 
We will keep the records of this study confidential by assigning a unique code number to 
each questionnaire, as opposed to names.  In this anonymous survey, no information 
about individual identities will be collected or reported. 
 
Furthermore, no individual student data will be reported.  We will make every effort to 
keep your child’s records confidential.  However, there are times when federal or state 
law requires the disclosure of your records. 
 
The following people or groups may review your child’s study records for purposes such 
as quality control or safety: 
The Researcher and his dissertation advisor, Dr. González 
The Institutional Review Board at Boston University.  The Institutional Review Board is 
a group of people who review human research studies for safety and protection of people 
who take part in the studies. 
 
The study data will be stored in a locked physical location and on password-protected 
computers.   
 
The results of this research study may be published or used for teaching.  We will not put 
identifiable information on data that are used for these purposes. 
 
Study Participation and Early Withdrawal 
 
Your child’s participation in this study is your choice.  Your child is free not to take part 
or to withdraw at any time for any reason.  No matter what you decide, there will be no 
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penalty or loss of benefit to which your child is entitled.  Participation or non-
participation will not affect a student’s grades.  If you decide to withdraw your child’s 
participation from this study, the information that you and/or he/she have already 
provided will be kept confidential. 
 
What are the risks of taking part in this research study? 
Questionnaire/Survey Risks 
 
Students will expend time and effort to answer the questions.  Students can skip any 
questions that they do not want to answer, and can tell the survey administrator at any 
time if they want to take a break or stop.   
 
Loss of Confidentiality 
 
In this anonymous survey, no information about individual identities will be collected.  
The questionnaire code will not be linked to the students’ identities. Only the researchers 
and members of the Institutional Review Board at Boston University will have access to 
information from this study. 
 
Are there any benefits from being in this research study? 
Students will not benefit from participating in this study.   
 
Others may benefit in the future from the information that is learned in this study.  The 
findings from this study can help music educators to better design curricula and extra-
curricular offerings. 
 
If I have any questions or concerns about this research study, who can I 
talk to? 
 
You can call/email Mr. Uy and Dr. González with any concerns or questions. Our 
telephone numbers are listed below:   
 
Raymond Uy 
22 Struble Lane 
Dover, NJ  07801 
raymonduy@gmail.com 
570-460-7819 
 
Patricia González, Ph.D. 
pagonzalez@uach.mx   
+52-1-614-1991465 
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If you have questions about the rights of your child as a research subject or want to speak 
with someone independent of the research team, you may contact the Boston University 
IRB directly at 617-358-6115. 
 
You do not need to respond if you will allow your child to participate in the anonymous 
survey about music.  Should you elect to not allow your child to participate in this 
anonymous survey, kindly reply within two weeks to let us know.  Any non-response will 
be considered as consent for your child’s participation. 
 
Sincerely, 
Raymond Uy  
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APPENDIX D 
STUDENT EMAIL 
 
Dear Student, 
  
I am very excited to let you know about a survey that will be administered in your 
school! The purpose of this study is to understand what might motivate high school 
students to participate in various musical activities.  I am conducting this dissertation 
study as part of my degree requirements at Boston University.   
  
In this survey, you will be asked to rate various musical activities.  I will visit the school 
to conduct the survey, and it will take approximately 30 minutes to complete.  Instead of 
writing names on questionnaires, we will keep the records of this study confidential by 
assigning unique code numbers to each questionnaire.  Furthermore, no individual 
student data will be reported. 
  
You do not need to respond to me (contact info below) if you choose to participate in an 
anonymous survey about music.  Should you elect to not participate in the survey, kindly 
reply within two weeks to let us know.  Any non-response will be considered as assent 
for your participation. Students are free not to take part or to withdraw at any time for any 
reason.  No matter what you decide, there will be no penalty or loss of benefit to which 
you are entitled.  Participation or non-participation will not affect your grades.  You can 
skip any questions you do not want to answer, and can tell the survey administrator at any 
time if you want to take a break or stop.  
  
Your participation in this survey is up to you. Please read the attached form 
carefully.  The purpose of this form is to provide you with specific information about 
survey procedures, student involvement, and confidentiality of data.  If any of the 
statements or words in this form are unclear or if you have any questions about the 
research procedure, please let me know.  Contact info is listed below and on the 
form.  We would be happy to answer any questions.  Thank you so much for your 
consideration and support! 
  
Sincerely, 
Raymond Uy 
22 Struble Lane 
Dover, NJ  07801 
raymonduy@gmail.com 
570-460-7819  
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APPENDIX E 
ASSENT FORM 
Protocol Title:  Student Valuations and Expectancies for Multifarious Musical Activities 
Principal Investigator:  Raymond Uy 
Description of Subject Population:  Students at high schools in the NJSMA region with 
the following district factor group designations:  A, DE, FG, and J. 
Version Date:  9/24/17 
 
Student Participant Assent Form 
 
What is a Research Study? 
 
We want to tell you about a research study we are doing. Research studies help us to 
learn new things and test new ideas.  People who work on research studies are called 
researchers.  During research studies, the researchers collect a lot of information so that 
they can learn more about something.  We are doing this study because we would like to 
learn more about students’ motivation to participate in music.  We are asking you join 
this study because your perspectives about music can help us understand why high school 
students might choose, or choose not, to participate in musical activities. 
 
There are a few things you should know about this study: 
• You get to decide if you want to be in the study. 
• You can say ‘No’ or ‘Yes’. 
• Whatever you decide is OK. 
• If you say ‘Yes’ now, you can change your mind and say ‘No’ later. 
• No one will be upset if you say ‘No’. 
• You can ask us questions at any time. 
• We will also get permission from your parent/guardian for you to take part in this 
study 
 
What will I do if I am in this research study? 
 
If you decide to be in this study, we will ask you to: complete a questionnaire about your 
expectations and values for various musical activities.  It will take approximately 30 
minutes to complete the questionnaire.  There will be approximately 25 questions that 
will ask you to rate various musical activities on a scale of one to seven, with regard to 
your values and expectations for them. 
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If I join this study will it help me? 
• Students will not benefit from participating in this study. 
 
Will I be paid to do this study? 
• No, we will not pay you to be in this study 
What are the risks of taking part in this research study? 
 Questionnaire/Survey Risks 
  
You will expend time and effort to answer the questions.  You can skip any questions that 
you do not want to answer, and can tell the survey administrator at any time if you want 
to take a break or stop.   
 
What will happen to my information in this study? 
 
We don’t plan to tell anyone or share your name or other information about you if you 
join this study. The questionnaires will not include names of students.  In this anonymous 
survey, no information about individual identities will be collected.  All the information 
from this study will be safely coded and locked on a computer that is protected by a 
password.   
 
Data from all students in the study combined together may be shared with the school, but 
it will not be possible to identify any responses from individual students.   
 
Taking part in this research study 
 
You do not have to take part in this research study.  You can say ‘Yes’ or ‘No’.  You can 
say ‘Yes’ now and change your mind later.  All you have to do is tell us you want to stop.  
No one will be mad if you don’t want to take part in the study or if you change your mind 
about taking part in the study.  Your parent or guardian can also decide to have you stop 
taking part in this study—that is OK too. 
 
Contacts 
 
If you have any questions about this study, you can talk with me or my dissertation 
supervisor, Dr. Patricia González at any time.   
 
Raymond Uy 
22 Struble Lane 
Dover, NJ  07801 
raymonduy@gmail.com 
570-460-7819 
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Dr. Patricia González 
pagonzalez@uach.mx  
+52-1-614-1991465 
 
You do not need to respond if you choose to participate in the anonymous survey about 
music.  Should you elect to not participate in this anonymous survey, kindly reply within 
two weeks to let us know.  Any non-response will be considered as assent for 
participation. 
 
Sincerely, 
Raymond Uy  
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APPENDIX F 
STUDENT EMAIL (18 YEARS OF AGE AND OLDER) 
Dear Student, 
  
I am very excited to let you know about a survey that will be administered in your 
school! The purpose of this study is to understand what might motivate high school 
students to participate in various musical activities.  I am conducting this dissertation 
study as part of my degree requirements at Boston University.   
  
In this survey, you will be asked to rate various musical activities.  I will visit the school 
to conduct the survey, and it will take approximately 30 minutes to complete.  Instead of 
writing names on questionnaires, we will keep the records of this study confidential by 
assigning unique code numbers to each questionnaire.  Furthermore, no individual 
student data will be reported. 
  
You do not need to respond to me (contact info below) if you choose to participate in an 
anonymous survey about music.  Should you elect to not participate in the survey, kindly 
reply within two weeks to let us know.  Any non-response will be considered as consent 
for your participation. Students are free not to take part or to withdraw at any time for any 
reason.  No matter what you decide, there will be no penalty or loss of benefit to which 
you are entitled.  Participation or non-participation will not affect your grades.  You can 
skip any questions you do not want to answer, and can tell the survey administrator at any 
time if you want to take a break or stop.  
  
Your participation in this survey is up to you. Please read the attached form 
carefully.  The purpose of this form is to provide you with specific information about 
survey procedures, student involvement, and confidentiality of data.  If any of the 
statements or words in this form are unclear or if you have any questions about the 
research procedure, please let me know.  Contact info is listed below and on the 
form.  We would be happy to answer any questions.  Thank you so much for your 
consideration and support! 
  
Sincerely, 
Raymond Uy 
22 Struble Lane 
Dover, NJ  07801 
raymonduy@gmail.com 
570-460-7819 
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APPENDIX G 
STUDENT CONSENT FORM (18 YEARS OF AGE AND OLDER) 
Protocol Title: Student Valuations and Expectancies for Multifarious Musical Activities 
Principal Investigator:  Raymond Uy 
Description of Subject Population:  Students at high schools in the NJSMA region with 
the following district factor group designations:  A, DE, FG, and J. 
Version Date:  9/24/17 
 
Research Participation Consent Form for Students 18 years of age or older 
 
Please read this form carefully.  The purpose of this form is to provide you with 
important information about taking part in a research study.  If any of the statements or 
words in this form are unclear, please let us know. We would be happy to answer any 
questions. 
 
If you have any questions about the research or any portion of this form, please ask us.  
Your participation in this research study is up to you.  You do not need to respond if you 
choose to participate in an anonymous survey about music.  Should you elect to not 
participate in the survey, kindly reply within two weeks to let us know.  Any non-
response will be considered as consent for your participation. 
 
The person in charge of this study is Mr. Raymond R. Uy, Jr., who is a student of Dr. 
Patricia González.  Raymond R. Uy, Jr. can be reached at rayuy@bu.edu, and Patricia 
González can be contacted at pagonzalez@uach.mx  .  Mr. Uy will be referred to as the 
“researcher” throughout this form.  
 
Why is this study being done? 
 
The purpose of this study is to learn more about students’ motivation to participate in 
musical activities in school. 
 
We are asking you to take part in this study because you are a student at the high school 
level, and we are interested in better understanding high school students’ motivation to 
participate in music. 
 
How long will I take part in this research study? 
 
It will take approximately 30 minutes to complete the questionnaire. 
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What will happen if I take part in this research study? 
 
Prior to any study procedures, we will wait two weeks for responses or questions. 
 
Study Visit  
 
The questionnaire will take about 30 minutes to complete.  At this visit, we will ask you 
to do the following procedure: 
• To fill out a questionnaire in school about expectations and values for various 
musical contexts.  Four groups of at least twenty students in each grade have been 
randomly selected to participate.  The questionnaire includes 25 items, in which 
you will rate various musical activities.  Students who are not participating in the 
survey will be given a choice of classroom reading materials.  Prior to completing 
the paper questionnaire, all students will hear the same instructions.  Upon 
collection of completed questionnaires, your participation in the study will 
conclude. 
 
How Will You Keep My Study Records Confidential? 
 
We will keep the records of this study confidential by assigning a unique code number to 
each questionnaire, as opposed to names.  In this anonymous survey, no information 
about individual identities will be collected or reported. 
 
Furthermore, no individual student data will be reported.  We will make every effort to 
keep your records confidential.  However, there are times when federal or state law 
requires the disclosure of your records. 
 
The following people or groups may review your study records for purposes such as 
quality control or safety: 
The Researcher and his dissertation advisor, Dr. González 
The Institutional Review Board at Boston University.  The Institutional Review Board is 
a group of people who review human research studies for safety and protection of people 
who take part in the studies. 
 
The study data will be stored in a locked physical location and on password-protected 
computers.   
 
The results of this research study may be published or used for teaching.  We will not put 
identifiable information on data that are used for these purposes. 
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Study Participation and Early Withdrawal 
 
Your participation in this study is your choice.  You are free not to take part or to 
withdraw at any time for any reason.  No matter what you decide, there will be no penalty 
or loss of benefit to which you are entitled.  Participation or non-participation will not 
affect your grades.  If you decide to withdraw your participation from this study, the 
information that you have already provided will be kept confidential. 
 
What are the risks of taking part in this research study? 
 Questionnaire/Survey Risks 
  
You will expend time and effort to answer the questions.  You can skip any questions that 
you do not want to answer, and can tell the survey administrator at any time if you want 
to take a break or stop. 
 
Loss of Confidentiality 
 
In this anonymous survey, no information about individual identities will be collected.  
The questionnaire code will not be linked to the students’ identities.  Only the researchers 
and members of the Institutional Review Board at Boston University will have access to 
information from this study. 
 
Are there any benefits from being in this research study? 
 
Students will not benefit from participating in this study. 
 
Others may benefit in the future from the information that is learned in this study.  The 
findings from this study can help music educators to better design curricula and extra-
curricular offerings. 
 
If I have any questions or concerns about this research study, who can I 
talk to? 
 
You can call/email Mr. Uy and Dr. González with any concerns or questions. Our 
telephone numbers are listed below:   
 
Raymond Uy 
22 Struble Lane 
Dover, NJ  07801 
raymonduy@gmail.com 
570-460-7819 
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Patricia González, Ph.D. 
pagonzalez@uach.mx   
+52-1-614-1991465 
 
If you have questions about your rights as a research subject or want to speak with 
someone independent of the research team, you may contact the Boston University IRB 
directly at 617-358-6115. 
 
You do not need to respond if you choose to participate in the anonymous survey about 
music.  Should you elect to not participate in this anonymous survey, kindly reply within 
two weeks to let us know.  Any non-response will be considered as consent for 
participation. 
 
Sincerely, 
Raymond Uy 
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